—————— ee ee ee ee ——————— RP SS a 
upper 


GRATUIT / FREE 


Feminism: 3 Women Offer Harsh Critiques 
texts by Dominique Fauquet, Claudia, Annie Lebrun 


MOHAWK RESISTANCE AT KANEHSATAKE AND KAHNAWAKE 


Militancy, the Highest Stage of Alienation; by OJTR 
Perceptions on Militancy; from Dis-ease 


"The 'Bufe-ooneries' Continue” Continues; 14 pages of letters 
“The Bourgeois Roots of Anarcho-Syndicalism", an Ex-Wobbly Tells All (see page 36) 


REVIEWS BY FERAL, ZERZAN, WILLIAM 


BONJOUR 


Welcome to the second issue of Demolition 
Derby. 


Reaction to issue #1 has been mixed, with indif- 
ference or hostility probably predominating. How- 
ever, there has also been certain amount of interest 
or delight as well. 

Whereas 75% of issue #1 was written from an 
anti-civilization viewpoint, this issue is more eclec- 
tic. DD remains a specifically anti-civilization 
journal, however, though critiques from other 
viewpoints will also be printed. As well, this issue 
contains a number of articles from an individualist 
viewpoint. However, DD is neither a specifically 
individualist nor collectivist journal (choices, in 
effect, which seem equally unsatisfactory to me), 
and texts from both these tendencies will probably 
continue to coexist/bang against each other in 
these pages. 

In DD #1, subscription rates were promised for 
the following issue. However, there will be no for- 
mal subscriptions as such. Since it has taken over a 
year for the second issue to appear, at that rate it 
would take at least four years for, say, an ordinary 
four-issue sub. Thats simply too far to think ahead, 
Those who would like to receive DD on a regular 
basis, though, are encouraged to drop a card, and 
the next couple of issues will be sent as they appear. 
Sending a few dollars or international reply 
coupons (IRCs) (no cheques or money orders) 
would be nice, if you can spare it, but is not 


absolutely necessary. Demolition Derby 
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Michael Willan Canada E 3L2 
Errata: In one of the Fredy Perlman quotes in the 
last issue, the word "not" was omitted, effectively 
changing the meaning to its opposite. Even worse, 
this quote was blown up and prominently dis- 
played. Well, the positive feature in this mess is that 
it gives an opportunity to repeat this incisive quote: 
“Some Anarchists differ from Marxists only in. 
being less informed. They would supplant the State 
with a network of computer centers, factories and 
mines ‘coordinated by the workers themselves’ or 
by an anarchist union. They would not call this 
arrangement a State. The name-change would 
exorcise the beast.” 

Alain Ajax of L'Unique et Son Ombre has written 
to complain about a couple of the graphics which 
were used for his article "What Is Society?", which 
was printed in the first issue. He has asked me to 


specifically mention that he would like to distance 
himself from the "Surrealist Destinies: Mix and 
Match!" one, which lists the names of a number of 
prominent Surfealists and their ultimate fate 
(diplomat, Communist Party official, etc.). He espe- 
cially objected to André Breton being dispatched in 
this summary manner. Although I appreciate 
Alain’s objections, I continue to find the dubious 
fate of most of the Surrealists instructive and 
important, especially in the context of an upsurge 
of surrealist activity in the local revolutionary 
milieu. 
a 
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entirely founded upon a hatred of what is mas- 
culine. Monolithism never excludes formal diver- 
sity elsewhere when it serves to cover up the lie of 
its one-dimensionality. Take the Soviet choirs, and 
nowadays the neo-feminist choirs, where the mul- 
tiplicity of voices warble the same theme: "I'm not 
racist, but I wouldn't want my daughter to marrya 
man.” 

And here is where my repugnance for the neo- 
feminist discourse finds its raison d'étre: on the 
pretext of denouncing one or another crime against 
women, I will never be made to believe in the 
biological roots of all these rhetorical scaffoldings, 
which only appear, one just like the rest, in order to 
make people forget that they collapse one after each 
other into the ahistorical perspective of this “women’s 
viewpoint”. Would not the frenzy to construct, to 
occupy the silence, not relate back to a completely 
Phallocratic fear of the void, or at least reproduce 
phallic representations of femininity? In the same 
manner that the traditional woman compulsively 
furnished the space in her home, compulsively 
adorned the surface of her body, it seems to me that 
today the feminine word occupies, adorns, fur- 
nishes, overloads the space of discourse with its 
own infinitely repeated echoes, with no goal other 
than to envelop itself with this Space. 

Then I suddenly understand the difficulty Ihave 
breathing in the constraining limits of this little 
world which is wholly indistinguishable from the 
putrid worldliness of Leonor Fini, its official 
Painter. Everything I love about women withers 
away here: this weightless liberty which made Vir- 
ginia Woolf dream of a secret, marginal, intangible, 
anonymous society among women; this strange 
vegetal whisper which emanates from the medita- 
tions of Lotus de Paini ... It is useless to continue, 
this nostalgia is out of place. Although, as yet, I 


cannot bring myself to examine why and how neo- 
feminism manages to slip history into a woman's 
sex like a rabbit into a top hat. I get up to see Paris 
advancing in the evidence of the dawn. Still twilit 
women slip between the lawns of young lights, 
Distant and immediate they move, having no 
memory beyond their silent childhood, which car- 
ries off the wake of mirrors towards the high sea of 
their love. Having returned with the day, the night 
appears behind the portholes of their mauve, beige, 
purple or black lips. Their hair surges over the city, 
revealing and submerging their small, mother-of- 
pearl skulls in order to protect them from becoming 
the target of “a knife without a blade that lacks a 
handle”. I am referring to the rhetorical aggression 
against women’s lives which is taking place, and 
the fundamental ripoff that permits this aggression: 
Tam referring to the ideological terrorism of femel- 
litude. 


Annie LeBrun 
translated by Michael William 


Footnotes 


(1) "gigogne": refers to objects that fit into one 
another, which to me seems to be the structure of 
the feminist discourse, which always refers back to 
something which more or less implicitly includes 
it. 

(2) "The ten thousand executed members of the 
party of the same name”: refers to the number of 
communist members of the resistance who were 
shot during World War II, whose memory has been 
ceaselessly evoked by the French Communist Party 
in all kinds of situations during the years followin, 
the war, to the point of the party calling itself “the 
party of the ten thousand who were shot.” 

(3) "katangais": refers to a number of asocial or 
unclassifiable people and some repeat offenders 
who were very active in helping the students who 
occupied the Sorbonne during the May 1968 events, 
but whom most of the students did not hesitate to 
abandon to face the police when the Sorbonne was 
retaken. 

(4) "femellitude": this word does not exist, strictly 
speaking, but is used by Annie LeBrun in a pejora- 
tive sense. 

(5) "Bobigny trial": refers to the 1972 trial in which 
women accused of performing abortions pleaded 
guilty and received relatively light sentences. 

(6) “demoiselles Lapalisse": refers to people who 
say things which are self-evident. 


Twenty Years Later, As Always 


Or 


Reducing the female to an animal, to Mama, 
to a male, is necessary for psychological as 
well as practical reasons: the male's a mere 
member of the species, interchangeable with 
every other male, every other dick. He has no 
deep-seated individuality ... The female's 
individuality, which he's aware of, but which 
he doesn't comprehend and isn't capable of 
relating to, frightens and upsets him and fills 
him with envy, so he denies it in her and 
proceeds to define everyone in terms of a 
function or use, assigning to himself, of 
course, the most important functions — doc- 
tor, president, scientist — thereby providing 
himself with an identity, if not individuality, 
and tries to convince himself and women — 
he's succeeded best at convincing women — 
that the female function's to bear and raise 
children and relax, comfort and boost the ego 
of the male, that her function's such as to 
make the most together female interchange- 
able with the least. 

Tnactual fact, the female function’s to explore, 
discover, invent, solve problems, crack jokes, 
make music — all with love. In other words, 
create a magic world. 

The male function’s to produce sperm. We 
now have sperm banks, _ 


LETTE s c Solanas CCUM Manifesto) 


* * * 


Why this text? It would be presumptuous to 
claim to clarify Valerie Solanas’ luminous work. 
Twenty years after it first appeared in 1967, how- 
ever, if it remains unwrinkled, SCUM has become 
a book which is out of date. It is not, as such, a 
question of measuring it with the yardstick of His- 
tory. But it might be interesting to look at what has 
taken place since — the rebirth of the feminist 
movement, and then the modernization of Western 
societies, notably concerning the status of women 
— from its viewpoint. 

* * * 


In effect, SCUM was written before the renais- 
sance of the modern feminist movement; 
“Women’s Lib” [in English in the text] was born in 
autumn 1967 when women walked out during a 
radicals’ congress about war and the plight of 
blacks; then only in October 1968 did the radical 
wing of the National Organization for Women split 
off in order to form “The Feminists”. No doubt the 
writing and appearance of Solanas’ pamphlet were 
an indication of the harbingers of this upsurge 
within the general effervescence of the sixties. But 
they were in no way carried along by a collective 
movement which had taken shape. This work is the 
fruit of the personal lucidity of its author; it bears 
witness to the fecundity of individual revolts which 
were filled with joy by the first tremblings of the 
social action which was on the point of being born 
as a result of them, but which was not as yet 
exhausted by this social action. 

Today on the other hand, whether we like it or 
not, it would seem that the time to make an assess- 
ment has come, not only concerning the modern- 
ization of our societies, but also this feminist wave 
which is now out of breath. It should be added that 
the edition of SCUM which appeared in France in 
1971 was also published here during the very first 
stammerings of the MLF (women’s liberation 
movement). The welcome it received here, for 
better or worse, was not any more of a reflection of 
future thinking. 

Then came the privileged years. Almost an 
entire society seemed to begin to resonate softly but 
deeply to the voices of a few audacious women. In 
this extraordinary cauldron in which personal 
revolts and social stirrings mixed together, every- 
thing was present: an audaciousness and a high (last- 
ing perhaps only a very short period); but also, 
afterwards, the intimate link between thought and 


As Long As There Are Men and Women 


(Concerning the Republishing of Valerie Solanas’ SCUM Manifesto) 


an internal need for adventurous evolution; a sense 
of myth and of putting scientific objectivity up 
against the wall; immediate self-defence, without 
resignation, and a clear awareness of the inade- 
quacy of all legal reforms; constant critical deepen- 
ing of one's own acquisitions, an opening of 
thinking to the most diverse influences, without 
copying or stilted language; last but not least, an 
acute sense of the necessary relationship between 
the "specific" movement and the overall goal. This 
comes as no surprise to anyone who has attempted 
to undo any of the knots of the confusion of our 
existences: when one looks at it profoundly, the 
question of the social relationship between the 
sexes is the social question and vice versa. 

All this, therefore, came together in certain 
women who participated in modern feminism, 
much more than in the case of the protagonists of 
diverse movements of social criticism which were 
supposedly parallel. But as well it all remains as if 
dispersed, like an emulsion unable to crystallize. 
Seen from a collective viewpoint, the absence of 
standardization was surely desired; but it was the 
same, in a sense, in the profoundest depths of 
individualities. Several times, on the other hand, an 


irresistible wave was unleashed in the midst of 
which those who did not join the overall flow could 
only float like fetuses at best: the simplistic solution 
— in spite of and throughout its diverse metamor- 
phoses — which Ti-Grace Atkinson has baptized 
"feminine nationalism". 

Schematizing a little perhaps, but as a working 
hypothesis, it would appear possible to discern two 
successive forms of feminine nationalism, in Europe 
as wellasin the United States, The first is composed 
of what has been brought together under the head- 
ing "the pro-woman line". It was therefore a ques- 
tion of affirming that only men, and never women, 
should be held responsible for women’s plight, and 
that in order to imagine the outlines of a better 
world, one could and should take what women are, 
from the moment they shake off the yoke to the 
slightest extent, as a starting point. Such a method 
isa very natural product of the joy of finally affirm- 
ing oneself, with and through the complicity of 
other women in le. In this way femininity's 
inherent guilt can be obstructed, guilt which revolt 
easily tends to exacerbate if one is not careful. Just 
the same it contains its own danger: confusing the 
effects of women-in-revolts’ self-affirmation with 
their pure and simple being-as-a-"woman"; and 
then, by making an all-too-easy series of connec- 
tions, affirming and singing the praises of ... 
femininity! — a “new” femininity to be sure. But it 
is doubtful that superimposing an obligation to feel 
at ease on one of being a “woman” constitutes an 
advance in personal liberation. 

Thus a significant number of feminists initially 
favoured a search for the truth about women rather 
than simple reformism — egalitarianism and noth- 
ing more — and subsequently got stuck in the cult 
of “neo-feminism’. Parallel to the little feminist or 
feminine political-economic lobby, whose misery 
they revealed, these women set up a no less 
miserable cultural lobby. The latter, if undoubtedly 
more critical at the outset, later turned out to be 
even better integrated into an “equality-with-the- 
difference” modernism. 

Besides, this was the predominant fate of the 
diverse “movements” of the sixties; the initial criti- 
que of modern societies’ major malfunctions, 
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The separation of humanity into “men” and “women”, 
which in the past could be seen as contradictory or 
mysterious, becomes an unavoidable fact. And all good 


politicians who respect their electorate now address 
themselves to the “men and women” of their country, 
without the monstrosity of such a formula ever being 
pointed out by anyone. 


which reached to the very roots of the social order, 
its first proponents strongly felt, was gradually 
reduced to denouncing only its archaisms. And 
from this point on, these protest movements were 
transformed into motors or celebrators of general 
modernization, that is, ultimately, into a reinforce- 
ment of the way things are. 

Certain women, nevertheless, were able to stick 
to the initial approach, distancing themselves from 
both of the (integrated) milieus feminism had 
produced, and emphasized the reality of oppression, 
opposing it as much to the soothing “difference” as 
to the deficient “equality”. 

It was these women, then, who were engulfed by 
the second and more destructive wave of “feminine 
nationalism”. Not everyone perished, but all were 
struck. For the absolute separatism which was 
advocated essentially (though not exclusively) by 
what was known as the “radical lesbian” or “politi- 
cal" tendency could very well give the imj ion 
of being irreproachably logical, if: regrettably exces- 
sive, Numerous were the reactions to these “out- 
rages”, rare the in-depth critiques. The most 
painful aspect was undoubtedly the accusato: 
character of the “radical lesbian” discourse, which 
held that above all every feminist must constantly 
avoid the trap of “collaboration”. For them, since 
women were not only oppressed, but also, more 
specifically, were seen as objects in the relationship 
between the sexes, in it they effectively possess no 
activity of their own, nor any kind of individualiza- 
tion, however conflictual it might be. It would not 
bea contradictory — or human — relationship. All 
that was left, therefore, was purely and simply to 
get out of it — or rather to yank oneself out of it, to 
completely deny the woman-individual one had 
been, in this way paradoxically bringing men's con- 
tinually thwarted attempt in this sense to a state of 

erfect completion. From which followed the 

famous “political choice" of separatism, concern- 
ing which it is significant that it was advanced less 
in the sense of a positive love of women than as a 
refusal of relationships with men (on the undoub- 
tedly sincere pretext of not imposing a form of 
sexuality). It was therefore less a question of strug- 
gle than of a rebirth, with all that goes along with 
it — making one feel completely guilty, beginners 
adhering to the new faith, sect-like practice, etc... 

The feminist movement has not really recovered 
from this ordeal and process of being torn apart. It 
lingers on in several positions of unequal interest 
to which it has retreated. Thus there is the develop- 
ment of “concrete achievements” (small businesses 
and others) and university research of feminist 
inspiration. But the most widespread attitude 
remains a defensive activism, the practice, accord- 
ing to Ti-Grace Atkinson's phrase, of the "tactic of 
the blind rush" towards any immediate objective 
designated by "the enemy". For radical feminists as 
a whole, everything takes place as if to refuse the 
path traced by the "political lesbians" has meant 
the loss of any kind of perspective as such. Which 
is explainable in a way if the "separatist" slope was 
truly thatof the feminist movement, atleast of what 
— narrowed and purified — subsisted at that point; 
because to puton the brakes, simply to stop in order 
to avoid the fall, is not exactly thrilling. The only 
way to escape the seduction of an extremism is by 
ceasing to be its moderates, that is, by changing direc- 
tion completely. 


* * * 


Itis interesting then, as it turns out, to detach the 

general logic of “feminine nationalism”, though this 
may mean being even more schematic. To define 
women as an oppressed group seems to be its prin- 
ciple; it is a question of fighting against the oppos- 
ing group.— men — in order to put an end-to this 
oppression. Things become more complicated, 
however, due to the fact that, like all oppression, 
this one gives birth to the false consciousness of the 
oppressed and to the atomization of their interests 
and indeed of their beings. Becoming conscious is 
therefore a condition of struggle and at the same 
time an integral component of it: itis also a question 
of finally forming a collective identity by revealing 
a unity which is already present — since it is 
presupposed by the oppression — though hidden, 
in turn, by the effect of the oppression. 

From this point on the struggle is quite naturally 
interpreted in terms of strategy and tactics, not only 
towards “enemies”, but also with respect to poten- 
tial “allies” and in effect with respect to the troops; 
and “victory” can only consist of the oppressed 
group taking power — partially or totally. In the best 
of cases, such a method does not obscure, however, 
the fact that the desired goal, the abolition of 
oppression, presupposes the abolition as such of 
both groups in question, the oppressed group as 
much as the oppressing group. But victory is not 
peace, and a step in the logic of the liberation of an 
oppressed group is its political affirmation. It is up 
to the group to impose itself, a group which was 
originally defined by the oppression (in this case 
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“women”); the-group’s transformation into a free 
space takes place through its reinforcement and 
then its triumph. 

According to Ti-Grace Atkinson’s terminology, 
“territorial nationalism” completes “cultural 
nationalism”. Unless we are talking about a 
democraticillusion about the possibility of oppres- 
sors and the oppressed sharing power, in effect it is 
hard to see how the dilemma — integration or 
separation — could be avoided by any group in 
struggle. The only solution is the elimination of the 
oppressor group — as such at least — from the 
territory acquired by the oppressed group, which 
would then form a nation possessing, in one form 
or another, its own state. 

To theextent that no one— the “radical lesbians" 
included — found that achievable with respect to 
women as a group, in this case the tendency 
towards territorial nationalism not only gives birth 
to the revival of the Amazon myth, but also to a 
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"feminine nationalism's" incapacity to achieve its 

natural goal, this method demonstrates its found- 

ing contradiction, and beyond the exorbitant con- 
ences, the error with to the 

Beaia what would the aak of an 

“feminine nationalism” really be like? 

An academic hypothesis, undoubtedly, but one 
that can be supported by several precise analogies. 
The outlook of the American feminists is linked to 
the precedent of the black movement; for 
Europeans on the other hand, the “model” in place, 
though often in a rather unfocused manner, is the 
proletarian or Marxist movement. Now the latter 
presents the same outlines, confirming that in this 
case it is precisely a question of the very logic of the 
“oppressed group”; but a victory by territorial 
nationalism has been achieved with the formation 
of the USSR, a “socialist” or “proletarian” state, 
And the result of the political affirmation of the 
oppressed group is clear: it is the famous “dictator- 


To adopt each woman's identification with the oppressed 
group as a means is to desire the triumph of femininity, 
not the liberation of real women. Women are oppressed, 
without a doubt, because they belong to this group. But 
the oppression CONSISTS precisely in the process of 


being assimilated into the group: itis not the group which 
is oppressed, it is the individuals. It is not a question of 
liberating oneself from men, but, more fundamentally, 
from FEMININITY. 


search for possible enclaves. On a parallel level, a 
need for cultural identity is no less exacerbated: to 
maintain these threatened islands, in effect, is vital. 
Sometimes the power to be taken is even explicitly 
said to be one over “our” souls, or “our” bodies, 
meaning, clearly, over the body and soul of other 
women. 

Such a method is undoubtedly the result of 
aggravating a revolt which lacks a visible outlet. 
However we should not be led astray: beyond 


— Dominique Fauquet 


ship of the proletariat”, which is seen as the neces- 
sary step towards the abolition of classes and which 
has unavoidably become the generalization (and 
not the abolition) of the proletarian condition, and 
a dictatorship over ... the proletarians. 

There is also much that could be said about the 
other great victory of territorial nationalism, that is, 
the creation of the state of Israel — a state which is 
incapable of resisting its own religious extremists 
who, although in the minority, have imposed the 


most repressive laws on everyone, and on women 
in particular, in the sacred name of cultural identity. 

Inthe same way, a “successful” attempt to affirm 
themselves politically as such by women would 
imply a political power which, in their name, 
Would in fact maintain women ina state of oppres- 
sion and indeed accentuate it. One can even 
imagine what method would be used — in the 
name of “women’s power" over humanity's 
reproduction — to make real women the slaves of 
this reproduction; since the dominant group had 
been abolished as such, women's reduction to this 
officially prized social role would at last appear 
inescapable nd desirable and no longer as though 
it were imposed and conflictual —in the same way 
that workers had been turned into slaves of work 
in the name of “workers’ power" over production, 
with the absence of "capitalists" making wage 
labour appear the most unavoidable. 

Again an academic hypothesis. But one that, by 
other paths, curiously links up with the frequent 
celebrations of maternity, on one hand, and of les- 
bianism on the other, and indeed the more recent 
extolling of “lesbian maternity" (which I would say 
without forgetting to add that too often a tempes- 
tuous glorification is justified by the very real neces- 
sity of a defence...). 

But whatever the case concerning the evolution 
of the women mentioned above, this hypothesis 
demonstrates that the problem is deeper than just 
an exacerbation which is linked to an obvious 
impotence. If the “radical lesbian” adventure has 
affected the most lucid feminists to the point of (at 
times) preventing them from thinking afterwards, 
in effect it is because it bore witness, through its 
very contradictions, to the difficult necessity of 
examining everything, and of finally homing in on 
the founding contradiction of every “feminine 
nationalism’. 

In this respect Ti-Grace Atkinson notes that: “If 
a political association is formed around oppression, 
the implication is that not only is the association 
such that the nature of the individual is: 
subsumed, but that, in addition, the state of these 
individuals is already in a state of deprivation ... It 
seems much more reasonable to suggest that, given 
the desirability of personal identity, properly 
based, those persons deprived of this would join 
together as individuals against whatever relevant 
political association is depriving them of their 
individual identities. The direction the women's 


y 
restricted through this classification ‘achieve a 
greater sense of individuality by further subsum- 
ing itself within that very category depriving it?” 


. We 
expresses herself more briefly and perhaps more 
clearly on this point by making “identity” the 
opposite of “individuality”, whereas Ti-Grace 
Atkinson uses the terms “external identity” and 
“personal identity”. 

Moreover, this question concerns not only the 
means of action employed by the women’s move- 
ment, but also its objectives, or if one prefers, its 
nature, Here, as elsewhere, to claim that the goal 
justifies means which contradict it would in fact be 
to desire these means, and, equally, the “goal” 
which is in keeping with them: to adopt each 
woman's identification with the oppressed group 
as a means is to desire the triumph of femininity, 
not the liberation of real women. Women are 
oppressed, without a doubt, because they belong to 
this group. But the oppression consists isely in 
the process of being assimilated into the group: it 
is not the ue. which is , it is the 
individuals. It is not a question of liberating oneself 
from men, but, more fundamentally, from 
femininity. The difference in perspectiveis essential, 
even though it is true that femininity and virility 
are inseparable, and that the abolition of femininity 
necessarily takes place through conflictual action 
towards men. It is not a question of “women” 
“taking power”, but of it finally becoming possible 
to exist as singular individuals who are not deter- 
mined on the basis of their sex and to associate with 
each other without immediately engendering new 
relationships of power. 

Contrary to common prejudice, accepting this is 
not to deny or neglect the reality of QE in 
favour of a kind of purely internal liberation 
through which each woman would work thingsout 
With respect to "her" own femininity. Besides, to 
the partial extent that such a thing is effectively 
possible, it in any case could only be the source of 
à revolt against society which had become all the 
more profound. But to affirm that the liberation of 
real, individual women would be impossible 
without the abolition of the institution of 
femininity, and not by just abolishing the adverse 
or dominant group, is on the contrary to open up 
the only possible path in order to deal radically 
with oppression and not let oneself get trapped by 
it. Because as we have already seen, to claim to 
suppress the oppression (along with the oppressor 


group) without questioning the social function on 
which it is based is undoubtedly to prepare an 
oppression which is even more direct and univer- 
sal. 


In this case the social function in question 
undoubtedly has a natural basis in maternity. But 
on the terrain of this biological capacity are con- 
structed institutions which are purely social: mar- 
riage and its substitutes as well as the family, but 
also, if one gets to the bottom of things, femininity 
itself (and its complement, virility). Taken only by 
itself, the oppression of women as a group desig- 
nates men’s control and exploitation of women as 
reproducers of the species; but its root is the very 
assigning of this reproductive function to women, 
which defines them (as members of the group). The 
root of the oppression, therefore, is the social iden- 
tity, because of the very fact that it determines and 
denies singular individuality. This reduction 
undoubtedly brings about the formation of two 
opposed groups, with the characteristic role of men 
being to maintain women in a purely functional 
state by making themselves both the master and 
representative of it. But this is only the direct con- 
sequence — one that is socially functional as well 
— of the initial social determination. 

This in itself does not imply that men and 
women equally feel the need to liberate themselves 
as such, from femininity for women, and from 
virility for men, which determine both of them to 
the same extent. Unfortunately Valerie Solanas is 
undoubtedly right: only women can liberate them- 
selves from femininity, while counting on men to 
attempt to prevent them from doing so. But 
moreover it is up to women to hasten men’s libera- 
tion, as SCUM bears witness in its own jarring way. 

Besides, this paradox is not just due to the 
oppressors’ “interest”, nor is it due to the fact that 
men’s identity is "positive" and women's “nega- 
tive”. The functions assigned to the two groups on 
the basis of (equally) determining individuals 

to their sex are hierarchical, certainly, 
and belonging to the dominant group includes con- 
Siderable advantages. However, is it all that evident 
that people only act out of self-interest, or only wish 
for power over others? Is there, in any case, areason 
that is even more fundamental for the different kind 
of attitudes between men and women from a view- 
point of the individual revolt against social deter- 
minations, which is the one considered here? Virile 
social identity contains a remarkable particularity: 
it presents itself as the state of, and indeed of being 
synonymous with indi , which, inversely, 
femininity is said to deprive women of. 

If men ever do aspire to abolish being deter- 
mined by their sex, this is why it can only take place 
through the (conflictual) impact of women. Certain 
men are themselves unsatisfied with their specific 
obligations and the inhumanity of their relation- 
ship with the opposite sex, and indeed with their 
relationship to their own sex. But, logically: 
they attribute the cause of their uneasiness to 
women, who stir up trouble with their femininity ... 
If it is undoubtedly essential for the emergence of a 
global critique of virility, the existence of such an 
uneasiness, therefore, is not a sufficient reason for 
its emergence. 

What this virile “individuality” is really all about 
remains to be seen. It is important, in effect, to grasp 
not only its implications for men’s attitudes but to 
understand itas well if women can aspire to acquire 
such a position — to the extent that it makes sense 
fo imagine equalizing conditions which respective- 
ly express themselves through a relationship of 
oppression. 

Now this relationship, we know, is formed in the 
following manner: the “functional” pole of the 
relationship, that is, the females or reproducers as 
a whole, must define themselves exclusively by 
their function. This pole becomes the “object” of the 
relationship — not, certainly, in the sense of being 
a “thing”, but as a pole-object of a relationship 
which is human but asymmetrical. The man, for his 
Part, becomes the subject; he also just as essentially 
defines himself through this relationship — “man” 
equals “male”, but as if he were not reducing himself 
to it: the other social relationships are in need of a 
subject, the ones thathe will form, bringing together 
both sides, be it understood. 

This is what Simone de Beauvoir is expressing 
when she says that, for humanity, women are “the 
other”, or when Ti-Grace Atkinson talks about a 
“metaphysical cannibalism” which allows males to 
forge a kind of personal completeness by devour- 
ing women’s equally incomplete individuality, 
with women, moreover, usually responding to this 
situation by self-destructing. The tendency to fully 
live their individuality that at least certain people 
possess thus finds itself subordinated to their social 
determination. For men, this tendency may express 
itself without apparent conflict with their social 
determination, and even by using it for support: 
few are those who will feel the limits this sense of 
ease assigns them, and even rarer still those who 
will express it with a certain amount of even partial 
accuracy. For women on the other hand, this ten- 


dency will be rooted out and shut off, unless the 
enormous risk of being purely and simply “abnor- 
mal" is taken on. 

Why is this the case? Let us immediately avoid 
the naturalist cul-de-sac: even if maternity really 
signifies weakness, which is open to question, it 
would only constitute an occasion for this curious 
process, not its cause. 


metaphysical à la Lacan, the specifically explan- 

throughs which some have not found 
useless to attempt have, for their part, been stopped 
short because of this. 

To a certain extent, the same is true of types of 
descriptions which are phenomenological, which 
take existential attitudes into account without 
claiming to attribute an initial cause to them which 
is linked to any kind of mechanism. Such is the case 
concerning the importance of otherness in the point 
of view of The Second Sex; the same is also the case 
when Ti-Grace Atkinson invokes the. (existen- 
tial anguish) which is characteristic oi humanity, 
whose members, being endowed with imagination, 
feel their own precariousness and incompleteness 
— the source of the “metaphysical cannibalism” 
mentioned above: this process can only constitute 
a response to human anguish to the extent that itis 
linked to a sense of the incompleteness and contin- 
gency of individuals in their relationship of i belonging 
to the species ‘which encompasses them: only the forma- 


tion of pede and objects of the fundamental 
‘social lationships, therefore, ‘can respond to this o 


anguish. a 

‘Initially, they there is a specific belonging, the 
one that comes first in humans, but nevertheless is 
inno way instinctive: at the same timean incapacity 
to think of oneself as being autonomous and an 
acute fear of such a not-strictly-impossible devia- 
tion; a frenzied need, therefore, to make oneself an 
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active subject of the formation and maintenance of 
group relationships. The division of humanity into 
sexes, with the relationship which links the mem- 
bers of these “male” or “ ""-defined groups, 
responds to this need; it is even possible to go 
further and to seeit as the formation of the social sphere 
itself: in effect this social relationship is the only one 
that is unequivocally founded upon a natural 
necessity, namely the reproduction of the species 
(undoubtedly cooperation to produce foodstuffs, 
and indeed the “division” of labour are also rooted 
in a natural necessity which is at least as imposing; 
but the object of the “necessity” is not the relationship 
with another human being, even if one allows that 
here satisfaction occurs through a relationship with 
another person). It is in this way, therefore, that the 
individual human's relationship with another 
human, with the society which includes them both, 
and ultimately with him or herself as an object of 
these relationships is forged; and this is the case not 


one. 

Ti-Grace Atkinson notes that, in order to go 
beyond metaphysical cannibalism, individual life 
must be considered as having no need of justifica- 
tion: theautonomous individual becomesin a sense 
at the same time the artist and the work of art, No 
doubt. But this is not the first time that has been 
said, albeit sincerely, without grasping all its 
presuppositions or all its consequences. It is a ques- 
tion of nothing less than accepting the viewpoint 
that the social “I” which serves as our tutor, and 
reciprocally of every pre-existing social tie, in its 
form and content, should be collapsed into relation- 
ships between unique individuals. And the crucial 
point remains the acceptance of the abolition of the 
basic social determination — femininity and 
virility. It remains impossible io provoke sharper 
reactions of incomprehension rejection, there- 
fore, than by questioning the positive character of 
this separation and of this relationship, which is 
itself considered unshakable, and the model and 
alibi of all the social divisions and relationships 
which are more precarious and doubtful. This is 
because its roleis not only to assure the domination 
and exploitation of the reproducers of the species, 
but also to manage to avoid any risk of an embryo 
of a relationship between unique human in- 
dividuals which, because it is exceptional, would 
be asocial, 


* * * 


This is the source of what has always been con- 
sidered the weakness of the past or present feminist 
movement: its incapacity to constitute a separatist 
pole of identification for women as a whole. This is 
not simply false consciousness which is due to the 
“private” appearance of the oppression in question, 
or once again to the famous (psychological) attach- 
ment to the oppressor; any kind of consistent 
feminine nationalism is quite impossible — which I 
would say without having anything against the 
accuracy of the slogan "A woman without a man is 
like a fish without a bicycle", and not without 
equally appreciating at its true value the fact that 
"perhaps the strongest argument offered in support 
a kook was that women can 
never separa " / (Amazon Odyssey; 
Ti-Grace Atkinson, p.107). 

But there remains the problem that the oppres- 
sion of which itis a question here is the one which 
founds society. The issue of feminine revolt, there- 
fore, cannot be defined as the abolition of a par- 
ticular oppression, It is through the abolition of 
every relationship which is socially determined that 
it takes place. The viewpoint, then, of the most 
adventurous — in fact, the most adventurous view- 
point. 

Adventure, however, not only has its risks but 
also a number of charms. What constitutes the 
weakness of every feminist movement which is 
based on a nationalist type of project is also the 
basis of its strength due to the radicality of a 
woman's revolt against being determined by 
femininity. It in itself in effect is fundamental 
enough to be able to lead to total coherence, in this” 
case that is, to revolting against social determina- 
tion itself. Any other revolt which started from a 
different viewpoint, on the other hand, would only 
reach this goal if it were induced to take this other 
viewpoint and this other revolt into account, With- 
out such coherence, then, there will be no way out 
for any revolt whatsoever, and at present the only 
path is one which tends towards this coherence ... 

To this, however, Western society's most recent 
modernization would appear to constitute an 
obstacle. Here in effect femininity as well is more 
and more passed off as a ("different" but "equal") 
form of social individuality, Today this is perhaps 
where the biggest danger lies. Surely it is not a 
question of machiavellianism, and this Process is 
based on the consequences of the feminist move- 
ment itself, as well as on the capacity to evolve and 
to integrate their internal contradictions which 
such societies spontaneously possess. “Men and 
women”, we are told, are different and equal; and 
in effect it has become true, with the exception of a 
few archaisms which can be expected, with or with- 
out teeth-gnashing, to progressively disappear. 

Revolt undoubtedly becomes less self-evident, 
therefore, since social injustice seems to be 
diminishing. Here it achieves, however, or can 
achieve greater lucidity and subsequently become 
even stronger: from then on it becomes obvious that 
the basis of oppression is to be found neither in 
inequality, norin personal dependence, butin effect 
in women's very identification with femininity. 

For during the course of the march towards 
equality, the famous "difference", for its part, does 


not retreat even a step. By fully and directly admit- 
ting women as members of the community and 
ceasing to treat them as annexed beings, modern 
society has in fact ratified and confirmed the sexual 
nature of their social determination: henceforth it 
recognizes them as women. The separation of 
humanity into "men" and “women”, which in the 
past could be seen as contradictory or mysterious, 
becomes an unavoidable fact. And all good 
politicians who respect their electorate now 
address themselves to the “men and women” of 
their country, without the monstrosity of such a 
formula ever being pointed out by anyone. In fact, 
a society which has finally become entirely 
democratic always addresses its members in this 
way. Inaccordance with this tendency, women have 
access to all the roles which were reserved for men 
in the past; but it is understood that they will carry 
them out in their own way, thatis, in a “feminine” 
one. The summit of democracy ly consists of 
allowing them to fulfill them without questioning 
this good old femininity (as was formerly the case 
for the exceptions who ventured it), and to affirm 
that such an “equality with difference” will enrich 
these good old social relationships — which will 
remain just as unchanged — even more. Thus 
everything will be for the best in the best of all 
sexual worlds. All the more so since, at the same 
time, men who possess an inkling of the inade- 
quacy of the harmony between what is social and 
what is unique, which is said to be assured by 
virility — through the exclusion of women — are 
invited to keep a lid on their uneasiness: if there are 
liberated women, there will be new men. 


Concerning this, then, it is worth pondering the 
flagrantly parallel relationship between this evolu- 
tion and the tangible increase in the brutality of the 
relationship between the sexes. To give justa single 
example, one that is minor, perhaps, but symbolic: 
it is since women as such have achieved social 
recognition that sexism has spread all over the 
walls of the city and its subways as the only content 
given to the relationships between men and women. 
Besides, even more remarkable than these ads from 
this viewpoint are the posters of films which are not 
even pornographic but “psychological” ones — 
that is, films which are about these relationships, 
films in which men and women share the lead roles, 
in short ones which used to be called “love” films. 
Nine times out of ten these posters show a Tape, or 
a scene which comes close, and words like "the 
things of life", as the title of an adolescent version 
of the same story specified — a paradox, or once 
again a question of things remaining reactionary? 
Not at all: in a society which is henceforth com- 
posed of “men and women” it comes as no surprise 
that the latter are fully and openly treated like ... 
"women"; and from today's world there is no ques- 
tion of expecting anything beyond an even more 
gross and obsessional display of its prejudged 
imperatives concerning the "natural" behaviour of 
men and women. 

The fact that today people tend to see femininity, 
like virility, as the "other" definition of social 
individuality cannot, therefore, conceal the weak 
point. Henceforth "women too" are allowed to 
operate the wonderful levers of society's immense 
social machinery: but, more clearly than in the case 
of men, it is without any confusion between this 
activity and achieving a singular individuality, 
Which remains justas completely denied to women. 
Formerly, women who revolted against their con- 
dition were very much in need of an exceptional 
personal lucidity if they were to avoid placing any 
kind of hope in eventually obtaining the social 
recognition which it was impossible for them to 
have experienced; henceforth, it is difficult to be 
unaware of where things stand. Today revolting 


inst femininity is just as much a question of 
eG the rare social individuality which, in 
such a cruelly pathetic way, claims to fill the void. 


* * * 


All this, one might say, is a bit removed from 
Valerie Solanas’ text. Not all that much though, 
except of course for the tone, which is unworthy of 
her biting humour. Even though calling SCUM 
What it is — a very well-thought-out text, and one 
which provides much food for thought — is not 
without its aftertaste of provocation. Becausein fact 
the preceding reflections are the result, in part, of 
actually rereading SCUM, in which in a different 
Way everything is already present, Essentially 
Valerie Solanas describes a society founded on the 
basis that the idea of the possibility of the existence 
of unique individuals causes people to fear one 
another — whether it is a question of men or 
women — to the point of panic, With the difference 
which results and offers an explanation of it: men 
forbid women from becoming individuals, and 
women forbid themselves from becoming 
individuals; since they are entirely social, men take 
themselves for completed individuals and women. 
hand them a mirror. This is why Solanas’ pamphlet 
is so precise, beautiful, and be it frankly said, so 
completely devoid of exaggeration. 

However, isn't Valerie Solanas also the pioneer 
of the “pro-woman line", one might ask again, and 
indeed of the purest and most hard-core "feminine 
nationalism"? She attributes theevil to a well-known 
natural masculine inferiority, the source of their 


desire for revenge and illusion. As for women, their 
nature would make them autonomous beings if it 
were not for the success of this devious scheme, 
And for women notall is lost even once this reversal 
of the natural course of things has been accom- 
plished. A certain number of SCUM women rise up 
as forerunners, and the others remain, however low 
they may tumble, quite capable in a certain sense of 
a resurgence of which any hope is fundamentally 
excluded for men. Under the initial SCUM impulse, 
most would succeed in constructing a world in 
which lifeisatlast worth living. Men would not see 
themselves eliminated from this world as such 
unless they themselves desire it; they would just be 
reduced to the condition which, completely unnat- 
urally, they have imposed on women until now, and 
which will suit them perfectly: dumped off to the 
side, that is, abandoned, when it is so desired, to 
inoffensive little games, and out of pure com- 
miseration, when they have been good slaves, at 
times allowed to annex themselves to a woman in 
order to live a little by proxy ... 

Certain SCUM formulas, therefore, have 
achieved success. Feminists who came later have 
willingly invoked them, with or without quotation 
marks, to justify absolute separatism or to affirm 
that feminine nature is in itself superior to masculine 
nature and that men's desire accounts for the rest. 
However this is nothing other than a question of 
formulas. Taken as a whole, SCUM has obviously 
remained somewhat disturbing. In it one was 
tempted to find, at best, pleasant approximations, 
and at worst "excesses" or "contradictions" caused 
by the "Movement's" youth and Valerie Solanas’ 
personality. 

In fact this overall indifference is explained by 
the impossibility of reducing SCUM to nationalist 
theses. Is, therefore, the pamphlet initial 
hypothesis really that a lost femininity must be 
found again? This would be to forgeta little quickly 
the inspired inversion of common prejudice, 
through which Valerie Solanas considers it self-evi- 
dent that men are inferior beings, incomplete, 
dependent and defined by their sex! Simply a joke? 


But as we have seen, this process allows the most 
acute description of real social relationships ... The 
justification of a ^pro-woman line"? But how can 
there be any question within the framework of 
substituting adoring women for adoring men, since 
the result would be ... the same. It is clear that here 
itisa question of becoming something other than 
"other" "men", that is, also, something other than 
“women”, even ones who have been liberated from 
their secular submission. To achieve singular indi- 
viduality is the only way out. Valerie Solanas 
counts on certain women desiring it; she even 
hopes that many, if not all (because there remain 
many “doormats” where men have been put out to 
pasture in the future) will let themselves be pushed 
to it by the first ones: this is a daring hope. But 
perhaps she is not wrong in seeing the revolt 
against femininity — not femininity itself — as a 
privileged point of departure for this adventure. To 
become aware of the deprivation in any kind of 
social individuality, and then, subsequently, of the 
misery its acquisition would consist of (and con- 
sists of henceforth) is surely a first step towards 
demanding a world which is entirely different. 

As for the virtues of itism itself, we should 
not forget the following profound maxim either: 
“Most women are already dropped out; they were 
never in” (Solanas). If “eternity and Utopia” can 
only be desired by SCUM women, their content, 
nevertheless, goes very much beyond that of an 
eventual feminist society. The abolition of work, 
money, government and laws, and finally of the 
reproduction of the species — this is what, ina very 
complete manner, lays the basis for the existence of 
a “world of magic". 

The distinction between the means of action 
appropriate to such a goal and those linked to a 
vision of things which is purely political is not 
inconsiderable as well. It is self-evident that this is 
not a question of a program to be carried out. But 
the impassioned derisiveness which gives itself 
free rein here, even more so than in the first part of 
Solanas’ pamphlet, bears witness to the vertigo felt 
by any woman who contemplates the necessary 
scope of the upheaval, In the SCUM women’s 
revolt, the order of the entire world is at question. 
Without such a sense of humour, this is an 
unbearable thought, and one that is difficult to 
explain without using the classical utopian 
method, that is, through the description, which 

^ b of i 


radically critique. ; 

Moreover, Valerie Solanas does not completely 
escape the trap which is inherent in this method, 
which is much less one of being too daring than of 
not being daring enough. Throughout the text a 
number of details reveal that certain aspects of 
today's world have, undoubtedly partially, 
escaped this thorough examination. For example, 
why begin by gaily imagining voting by computer 
in one's home, even if only to immedíately add that 
in a world without power or morality, voting 
would no longer be necessary? But perhaps such a 
question is in the same category as the long discus- 
sion about the great prooem posed by organizing 
the reproduction of the species: these savoury 
detours allow one to appreciate the radical solution 
they lead to even better! Nevertheless there remains 
à certain confidence in automation, science and 
medicine — even in ones that have been reorgan- 
ized. And while revealing the secret of the so-called 
necessity of work, why the uneasiness about it with 
respect to the same radicality, and the charming 
exaggerations about the “maddest” programs (two 
hours of work... a week foreveryone, for example), 
which, from another viewpoint though, is also a 
prudent retreat. 

One can see that if Valerie Solanas is mistaken at 
times, it is through moderation rather than excess. 
In any case, we should remember that what she is 
expressing here is above all that "What will liberate 
women, therefore, from male control is the total 
elimination of the money-work system, not the 
attainment of economic equality within it.” More 
than ever, her clarity about this point remains just 
as valuable today. But whatis essential remains that 
she starts out, not from oppression, but from revolt: 
not that of women, but of SCUM women. Very 
explicitly it is up to these women ... to not bother 
with the masses who are complacent in the 
“swamp”. This is because, far from representing a 
conscious avant-garde, they oppose it point by 
point. Let us recall the delicious portrait of 
“Daddy's Girls"; “‘nice’, passive, accepting, 
‘cultivated’, subdued, dependent, scared, mind- 
less, insecure, approval-seeking Daddy's Girls; 
who can't cope with the unknown ...; who, lacking 
sense; imagination and wit can have value only in 
a male society.” And here come the few SCUM 
women: “dominant, secure, self-confident, nasty, 
violent, selfish, independent, proud, thrill-seeking, 
free-wheeling, arrogant females, who consider 
themselves fit to rule the universe, who have free- 
wheeled to the limits of this society and are ready 


to wheel on to something far beyond what it has to 
offer." 


* * * 


Tn a certain sense, then, it is necessary to begin 
again with the Valerie Solanas of SCUM. But not to 
retrace the path traveled since: we have come full 
circle, and from now on all possible ambiguities 
have been clarified for those who wish to see. An 
exceptional and perilous lucidity, as in her case, is 
no longer necessary in order to clarify them. 

Tn light of the evolution of the feminist move- 
ment, it is sufficient to avoid averting one's eyes. 
This, it is true, implies losing the comfort of being 
a member of groups and the soothing justifications 
accorded by right to the oppressed, and accepting 
to base one's acts on nothing other than one's per- 
sonal demands. 

It also remains necessary to see today's evolu- 
tion of people's customs for what it is. Valerie 
Solanas makes a distinction between Daddy's Girls 
and SCUM women — and no distinction between 
men. To a superficial observer it might appear that 
her description is henceforth somewhatout of date: 
let us only mention as a matter of interest, or rather, 
merrily dismiss the “new men", their “new” right 
to sensitivity and their “new” power. But 
in this respect, what can be said of all the women 
who are both “at ease” and “nice”, “sure of them- 
selves” and “passive”, “dominating” and “greedy 
for approval” — mothers, business executives, and 
with their hair always nicely done? SCUMis not far 
from being able to show the way here as well, 
however, if one thinks of the ing of the 
“Manifesto” and that the affirmation that “this 
society being, at best, an utter bore and no aspect of 
Society being at all relevant to women" was hardly 
based on a sociological statement but on another 
basic truth, this time the initial one: “It’s better to 
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die of boredom than to live in this society”. In other 
words: nothing in it is worthy of impassioning a 
SCUM woman — everything in it, on the other 
hand, is likely to revolt her. From this point of view, 
then, the progress which has been made is obvious. 
To live in this society is at best to die of disgust. 
Because to counterbalance the boredom there is no 
longer even the mad hope that under the combined 
assault of drugs, the bomb and SCUM women, the 
whole thing will collapse: because to the om- 
nipresence of the “putrid self" of men ... and 
women is added the monstrous spectacle of 
innumerable dilating nostrils which are drunk on 
their own stench. 

Nothing, strictly speaking, is out of date in 
Valerie Solanas’ statement. There are just a few new 
charms to be added. Henceforth, men-and-women 
are entirely responsible for: 


Self-realization through work: 


which, they say, assures EQUALITY. Not to speak 
of LIFE (they sincerely believe that life is born of it), 


So what else could one want? 


Divorce, living together, love for one’s 
children and parents: 


as the comeback of the couple and procreation 
bears witness, women only leave men to start up 
another household (and to re-procreate little ones) 
with the second comer. 

Or how, from now on, we can freely reproduce 
the family without legal or moral constraints, but, 
as a critique of the past obliges, with a profound 
sense of the interchangeability of individuals and 
their functions ... 


Dignity, “respect”: 

henceforth the highest, and indeed the only 
demand of all the Oppressed Categories in search 
of IDENTITY. Ah to at last be recognized as a woman! 

Apropos, here is a concrete proposition which 
has not yet been presented to the authorities: 

As a question of acknowledgement, it is surely 
appropriate to honour the French language with a 
few hundred new feminine words, notably of the 
names of professions. It has always been necessary, 


as well, to know the sex of someone you don'tknow 
before inquiring whether he or she is well. Is it not 
abnormal that the first and second persons of the 
conjugation still malignantly persist in denying 
feminine specificity? Will one continue to be 
obliged to say “I think, therefore I am” for much 
longer without being able to speak “as a woman"? 


Culture within reach of all, free time 


Since the turd baptized “Great Art’, as Valerie 
Solanas points out, has definitively relinquished its 
exorbitant pretension of revealing “what life is all 
about”, all that finally remains is Culture, alias 
leisure, alias the look — the sixties or the liberated 
woman, take your pick, with profitability being 
born here, as elsewhere, through a healthy applica- 
tion of the grand principles of competition. 


The computer, biology, pornography, the 
beat with or without a walkman, 
behavioural psychology and aerobics: 


or how, contrary to the extravagant optimism of 
SCUM (an optimism we have all shared to a greater 
or lesser degree), it has hardly been difficult for 
society to integrate a few Scientific novelties or for 
its members to plug into a Minitel for more 
pleasure. 


Sex for all 


obligatory or free, as you prefer to call it (it’s the 
same thing). Thus itis that henceforth little girlsare 
no longer afraid of the big bad wolf, and know at 
what tender age it is suitable to take the pill in order 
to spend passionate weekends with a cool little 
guy... 


Outdoor rape: 


and without complexes, at six o'clock on a 
boulevard or a subway platform. 

There was once a seventies New York whodunit 
in which a woman who had been attacked sug- 
gested to a number of (polite and competent) cops 
that they keep an eye on the neighbourhood for a 
while: “If there is still a woman who doesn't know 
what to expect wandering around after nightfall, 
she's either a tourist from Mars or has escaped from 
the nuthouse,” he retorted, and recommended that 
she “have an interview with someone who is spe- 
cially qualified in looking after rape victims.” (Some 
Call It Murder; Diane Ramsey). It would appear that 
ten years later, if there is still a woman in Paris who 
doesn’t know what to expect walking around 
during the daytime, it's because she hasn't yet 
grasped that she is a woman, and that they are men. 
And that the Difference is henceforth socially 
recognized. 


Survival 


or how, from now on, the bomb is programmed. We 
are aware of where, and almost when it will fall — 
the strategic plans are known and clear — and how 
to survive it is being exhilaratingly imagined. Ah, 
on the film posters, the beautiful biceps of the 
postwar heros, finally confronted with Life's 
elementary Forces and Laws! 


in brief, in three words as in a hundred: 
Well-being, responsibility, relaxation 


no more guilt, hatred of others or of oneself; no 
more of this evil-being which has at times been 
called revolt. Only Happiness, the intimate ease of 
the thousand and one cogs which are different as to 
form and dynamics of the vast, greedy and well- 
oiled machine whose purring no one any longer 
keeps an eye on from outside it. 


Dominique Fauquet 


from L'Unique et Son Ombre 
B.P. 180 

75463 Paris Cedex 10 
France 


translated by Michael William 


“no gods, no heroes, no bosses" 


LIBRAIRIE 
ALTERNATIV 


"ni dieu, ni matre" 


BOOKS/LIVRES REVUES/JOURNALS 


lE PEKINISME L'ANARCHISM LA PAIX 
L-ODLDGOE LES POLITIQUES INTERNATIONALES 
rax PEACE p 


2035 boul St-Laurent 2^6 floor 
844-3207 METRO ST-LAURENT 


“wet. 


cn 8,1 
would be emperor. 


— Arthur Cravan 


There are geographical slips which do not par- 
don: the headquarters of the Des Femmes [a feminist 
publishing company — tr. note] bookshop in Paris 
is located on the rue des Saints-Péres (Street of the 
Holy Fathers). 

A sign of the times, a sign of the climate, little 
wrinkles cause big ruts. One of the biggest ruts of 
the present era is the claim of an absolute feminine 
specificity, which neo-feminism is applying itself to 
digging with an empire-builder’s frenzy. And to 
have us bear witness to the existence of an impor- 
tant current, industrious intellectuals are busy 
enlarging this rut, into which blind — and blinding 
—misery does not fail to throw itself. From then on 
it will be sufficient to brandish the kaleidoscope of 
misery, until the shreds of a painful reality find a 
place in the comforting obviousness of an illusory 
landscape: on the pretext that masculine ignominy 
has chased it away, feminine “naturalness” makes 
a galloping return, and all the more rapidly since it 
is briskly whipped along by a cohort of intrepid 
Amazons who are short on ideas and have long 
teeth. A training as thankless as it is fruitful, under- 
taken through a neo-feminist agitprop which 
shrinks from nothing in order to apply makeup to 
the recurrent specificity of the totalitarian dis- 
course it pronounces as the specificity of the 
feminine word. 

Initially these professional revolutionaries have 
it easy, so desirable is it to substitute the coherence 
of the artifice for the incoherence of a miserable life. 

Has not the holy alliance of misery and 
femininity lasted too long for women not to be 
tempted by everything which might appear, even 
from very far away, to be working towards its 
destruction? And this is where neo-feminist 
activism’s unexpected good fortune resides: to the 
misery of a feminine destiny which has been taken 
for granted, it is all the more convenient to oppose 
the murky zone of the most suspect feminine 
“naturalness”, a zone which can then be played 
with indefinitely in order to outplay any attempt to 
clarify it. From which is derived the gigogne (1) 
structure of the neo-feminist discourse that is 
specific to it, when it is only a question of a specifi- 
cally feminine ruse in the sense that generation 
after generation of women have been obliged to 
have recourse to it in their slavery: when you 
believe that I’m here, I’m elsewhere; when you 
believe that I'm elsewhere, I'm here. While not 
forgetting that this technique of systematically slip- 
ping away has greatly contributed to lending 
credibility to the hoax of feminine mystery, I ask 
myself what women expect from an army of 
liberators who use it by choice to the point of trap- 
ping the feminist idea under the glue of this 
"naturalness", which, of course, is inexpressible. It 
is no longer a question of a leap, of taking flight, 
and even less of a departure. The women we have 
loved, sovereign and lost, faint in the trembling fur 
of their solitude once again. 

Claire Démar, Natalie Barney, Virginia Woolf, 
you are not so unalike, since you are equally 
strangers to those who claim to be your sisters. 
Once again, the space which you were obliged to 
conquer to invent your lives is closed off to you. 
They wish to drag you where you will never be. The 
hour of the little neo-feminist world is stuck at 


ground level on an organic clock which, in spite of ^ 


its outrageously visceral matter, is built on the same 


GYNOCRACY SONG 


through the misfortune of masculine discourse, 
which is entirely contained in the following for- 
mula: “T yell that I know, therefore I am" (p.238). 
But this is still too much, because this unfortunate 
man, we learn, “puts forth words in the same way 
he does gestures, assembly line-like, mechanically, 
without any longer comprehending” (p.7). Thus, 
whereas men talk, talk, talk, women feel, women 
live, and women see. If I’ve understood correctly, 
feminine specificity, a world of sensation, rhythm 
and silence, is therefore implicitly founded upon 
refusing not only masculine discourse, but since it 
is masculine, all discourse. 

And this is where neo-feminism bites its clitoris: 
how would feminine discourse, through being 
enunciated by women, escape the general misery of 
discourse? And it is here that the final link in the 
totalitarian chain falls into place, slowly strangling 
life until of what is left of it there remains only a 
murmur which is easily rhetorically tamed. Be- 
sides, one only has to pay attention to the diverse 
sampling of orchestrated noise with imperialist 
goals which the least neo-feminist bibliography 
furnishes us: here are the Language Stealers (Voleuses 
de langue; Claudine Herrmann), spotless Talkers 
(Parleuses; Marguerite Duras, Xaviére Gautier) who 
are shouting themselves hoarse Speaking our 
Sexualities (Dire nos sexualités; Xaviere Gautier); In 
Other Words (Autrement dit; Annie Leclerc, Marie 
Cardinal), of course, but desperately out of Breath 
(Souffles; Héléne Cixous), such is this Woman's Word 
(Parole de Femme; Annie Leclerc) which is prisoner 
of its own echoes: Words...Turn (Paroles...elles tour- 
nent; Des femmes de Musidora). Butif I listen atten- 
tively to the redemptive words of these Messengers 
(Messagères; Evelyne Le Garrec): Silence, We're 
Shouting (Silence, on crie; Marie Vaubourg), I have 
the impression I’ve heard this tune somewhere 
before. 

Here I expect the spokeswomen of feminine 
liberation to unfold the infinite fresco of battered, 
raped, aborted, exploited and circumcised women 
in order to underline the inappropriateness of my 
remarks. And in the event that some of them have 
succeeded in rei calm, which I doubt from 
the sound of their war cries, I expect that they 
would evoke the priorities of the struggle, which 
render the fundamental objection I am making 
about the way it is waged irrelevant. But I will not 
give in just because of this. To begin with, Iam all 
too aware of how these unbearable convulsions, 
these impenetrable depressions of the flesh, these 
wounds gaping like despair, weave and mold the 
feminine condition for me to put up with a fresco 
being made of them. I hear these cries ripened by 
obscurantism too much, even at the edges of the 
silence which looms between men and women, to 
endorse, in a daze, the birth of a new “cult of rotting 
flesh". For this is what it is a question of. 

Just as the piece of raw meat thrown into the 
“Laissez-les vivre” ("Let Them Live") cradle of 
organdie in 1971 by a group of homosexuals (men 
and women) revealed the barbed wire armour of 
that rat’s nest through an indelible spot of blood, I 


Is it not to condemn Sleeping Beauty to an eternal 
leaden sleep when, while dissuading her from awaiting 


Prince Charming, she is encouraged to rely on the hyp- 
notizing all-powerfulness of a bewitching neo-feminism ? 


model as the ones by means of which, here and 
there, attempts are still being made to convince us 
that zero is equivalent to infinity. 

But let us judge from just the following “reflec- 
tion” on feminine specificity, a “reflection” in the 
optical sense of the term, since it compellingly 
evokes the prison of deforming mirrors of which 
femininity is in the process of becoming captive: 

“Does there exist what could be called a 
‘specificity’ of the feminine way of looking at 
things? Yes, in the sense that women look with their 
own eyes, whereas too often men no longer know 
how to look with their eyes, and only see the images 
they are allowed to be shown on all kinds of 
‘screens’...” (Regards féminins, Anne Ophir, p.237). 
And for this man, who is very conveniently 
declared blind in order to convince us that women 
are privileged, in their case, to have eyes opposite 
their sockets, the author nevertheless has the con- 
descension to acquiesce to a trace of existence 


am equally astonished that the uproar being made 
uec the question of abortion seems to echo 
at the expense of information about contraception. 
Here, obviously, Iam not talking about the very real 
struggles for the right to havean abortion which are 
taking place in France and elsewhere. I am simply 
asserting that the difficult reality of this fight is 
obscured by a literature which is as degrading as it 
is parasitic in that, to begin with, it is written with 
the blood of others. Are not feminist publications 
too verbose about abortion not to seem too discreet 
about contraception? Even if, according to the 
viewpoint of the militants, the continual repre- 
sentation of crime were to have pedagogic virtues, 
Iwould be unable to consent that these lives, which 
have been stolen by 20 just as militant centuries of 
procreation, be stolen once again to serve goals of 
edification. 

The more a way of thinking has totalitarian 
pretensions, the more it looks for spectacular mar- 


tyrs which can then be conveniently used against 
anyone who doesn't bend to its way of thi g 
even if they should die because of it. Was there not 
a time when the 10,000 executed members of the 
Party of the same name (2) had their deaths stolen 
away to serve to hide an infinitely greater number 
of cadavers? I am going a bit quickly, perhaps, but 
there are ideological ruses which can be spotted a 
great distance away from the places where they 
have acquired their titles of shame. 

No, Hélène Cixous, you cannot proclaim, in a 
preface to Phyllis Chesler’s Women and Madness 
which is bloated with demagogy, that “we are all 
hysterics” as long as there are still hysterics shut 
away in asylums and women writers who are pur- 
suing their careers by proclaiming, on occasion, 
that they are Eden One does not have the 
caddishness, in the most phallocratic sense of the 
term, to steal the shadow of the haggard memory 
of women who have gone mad from having been 
dispossessed from themselves. 

I would like people to understand me properly: 
in 1968, the world was enriched by a solidarity in 
revolt when, by declaring themselves "all German 
Jews", a number of people had only the anonymity 
of getting clubbed to gain from it, whereas the 
world is impoverished when a university boc is 
reduced to appropriating the madness of others in 
order to adorn herself with a new literary makeup. 
Xf, in reality, “They: the phallocratic therapists, 
men-psychiatrists-ladies-men-family-daddymom- 
mylovers chain of substitutes. Equation of death”, 
as Héléne Cixous vociferates (p.7), perhaps it 
would be a question of no longer doing research 
except to merit their playthings: I am referring to 
their media prizes, their university posts, their 
prefaces to official expositions, their television, 
which, among other rewards of their system, 
Hélène Cixous does not seem to particularly scorn. 
And if, in reality, “men ‘uplift’ women by lowering 
them", as this benevolent hysteric judiciously tells 
us, then one has to come to the conclusion that 
Hélène Cixous has fallen very low. + 

In light of all these obscene antics, I would like 


Iu recall Unica Zurn, and her Light ottime. 
' a white emptiness”: by throwing herself out 
of one of their windows, she has opened a breach in 
the wall of life, leaving the transparent lace of the 
bewildered questions of childhood floating on a 
sky which is shot with explanations. “What does 
the man who, having been born in the year '99, 
wakes up one morning in ’66 say? His beautiful '99 
has been turned upside down during the course of 
time, and he himself, better than anyone, knows 
what it means. The 66 is ready to throw itself with 
him headfirst into eternity" (L'Homme-Jasmin p.16). 
Doesn't this “revolutionary sympathy" between 
one woman and another, this "active transforming 
sympathy ..., true emotional apprenticeship ..., 
counter-education” which is claimed by Héléne 
Cixous in order to justify turning madness to her 
advantage (p.8) seem a little bit useless when one 
discovers the “immobile presence” around which, 
in large panes of glass, the world of Unica Zurn is 
arranged? “Much later the keys are turned in her, 
one after another, but she doesn’t open. One quick- 
ly wearies of this useless box and throws it away. 
For, in the years to come, over the shoulders of the 
men she will bend over, she will see nothing but the 
Jasmine-Man. She will remain faithful to her 
childhood wedding” (L'Homme-Jasmin, p.14). In the 
light which slips and dies on days of delicate pearls, 
Unica Zurn invents “the game of transparent acts”. 
And we find ourselves so far away from her that we 
have nothing to take from her dementia and every- 
thing to learn, as from these improbable explora- 
tions from which all the jungle of childhood is 
made. Because we have not lived through her mad- 
ness, itisimpossible to boast of her rigour,animper- 
ceptible Arian string above the void which can only 
break under the insidious pressure of this “new 
style”, whose suspect composition — “a mixture of 
love, solidarity and ‘sisterhood’” — is praised by 
Hélène Cixous. 

Also, one ends up doubting that the verb to have, 
“in its sense of possessing”, has really “fallen into 
disuse” simply thanks to the neo-feminist lovers 
treated in their book, for whom Monique Wittig 
and Sande Zeig are making themselves the idiotic 
spokeswomen (Brouillon pour un dictionnaire des 
amantes, p.30). In order to be, or at least to give the 
impression of being, is it really necessary for the 
neo-feminist stars to make use of all the sordid- 
nessesof intellectual “maternalism”, or a complete- 
ly rhetorical militant promiscuity? By talking too 
much of an “I which says us” (Hélène Cixous), these 
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neo-feminists appear, above all, greedy to possess, 
among other features, the exotic tatoo of misery. I 
will not belabour Marguerite Duras’ latest find in 
this respect, who, during an exhibition of feminist 
painting, besides, suddenly believes herself 
obliged to exclaim before the representation of very 
hypothetical hookers who have been reviewed and 
corrected in order to play their part in the hagiog- 
raphy of femellitude (3): “My sisters? Yes. My 
sisters, these rootless Barbarellas deprived of fic- 
tion, with vaginal and mute mouths. Yes. My 
sisters” (Sorciéres #3, p.39). This is neither very 
touching nor very novel, because if theillumination 
of neo-feminism has been necessary in order for 
ierite Duras to discover, with fear and trem- 
bling, that hookers, ultimately, are not essentially 
different from herself, one finds oneself regretting 
the platitudes of humanism where these things go 
without saying. But on top of this, have not people 
delighted in calling these mouths “vaginal and 
mute" for too long in order to give birth, as one can 
judge here, to the worst literature? As for this sister- 
hood which is claimed right and left, would it not 
be up to those who have been scandalously 
“deprived of fiction” to decide instead? For now, it 
very much seems that things will remain on a level 
of rhetorical seduction within the sad limits of 
literary exhibitionism as long as the hookers have 
not seen themselves in Marguerite Duras or in what 
she writes and not the reverse. 

Iknow that I am being blasphemous by looking 
at the world this way, But what can I do? Í have yet 
to be moved by the neo-feminist revelation and can : 
make no sense at all of the "obscure, confused, Cory Aquino 
mucous maternal language, of the hot flow, of the 
language of the origins, whose downy and soft 
words, like satiny flesh, have emerged from the 
passionate attention which the baby quite naturally 


DI Ret Nise a a But I would like to know by virtue of which witchcraft this 
HR Doade deneneate: reas "power that is rising” would be one that would save us, 
pa ee a o e when elsewhere it is ceaselessly repeated that “men’s 
Fe rain ont to the dit ESAE unhealthy desire for power and violence is at the heart 
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hi tl j is revolution; H S ini H E 
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like to walk the streets himself, to possess this 
knowledge. And if he is violent with her, it is 
precisely because this knowledge escapes him. And 
what this knowledge is is enjoyment" ("Jouissance- 
Pouvoir", Sorciéres #3, p.52). That, admittedly, we 
must have thought of, but this language has many 
other surprises in store for us yet: “Prostitution is 
the only job from which you can really learn about 
life, There isan entire part of me I would never have 
been able to express if I hadn't gone through being 
a poets Before prostitution I was like many 
other women. Too repressed; too cornered. Pros- 
titution helped me to really become myself" ("Un 
voyage initiatique" (!), Sorciéres #3, p.48). 

This language, in effect, as we have been 
warned, surely has no need to demonstrate or 
prove, if so you would have to wonder what 
Obscure reason is making certain feminists also 
waste time on battered women or feminine 
creativity, when all these little problems can be + 
resolved, according to what we're told here, 
through prostitution. A question as useless as it is 
out of place, since in order to perceive these "carnal 
words, knowledge-sentences with rays from the 
heart from which is illuminated that which —if the 
words do not spring from the body — remains 
plunged in unconsciousness" (Chantal Chawaf. 
Sorciéres #3, p.4), you undoubtedly have to endorse 
the definition of truth which Monique Wittig and 
SandeZeig have gaily chosen to content themselves 
with: "If an affirmation is repeated twice, the third 
time it becomes true." Here is something clear for 
once: from this proven technique of ideological 
clubbing will spring the neo-feminist truth. 

Here, in all likelihood, is the source of my incur- 
able deafness to the feminine word. All the more so, 
since in remaining insensitive to this “sonorous, 
oral springing forth” (Chantal Chawaf, p.6), there 
is a reality which hits you in the face: the patron 
ladies had their poor people, and the leading 
feminists have their hookers, their madwomen and 
their circumcised women. The thesaurization of the 
martyrs is directly proportional to the mediocrity 
of what is being said. After much hesitation, I 
would still hand the top prize to Benoite Groult, 
who, on the offensive while slipping away, pushes 
boldness to the point of wishing to interest the 
readers of Marie Claire in the problems of female 
circumcision in an issue (January 1977) in which, 
elsewhere, the intrepidity of Granny Carter — off 
to India for a frantic round of sterilizing under the 
auspices of the Peace Corps — is praised. As long 


Violeta Chamorro 
as Marie Claire remains undistributed in Kenya or 


Ethiopia, one can evaluate the exemplarity of such. 
a spine-tingling safari in the distant lands of 
feminine humiliation for what it’s worth. 

One could retort, a little hastily, that the 
homosexuals of the FHAR have nothing over the 
neo-feminists, and that if the latter are hanging out 
with whiny vulgarity in the slums they've chosen 
for themselves, the former flatter themselves for 
having privileged relations with Arabs, counting 
on the sexual, social and political provocation of 
such an admission in a sickeningly racist France. 
Perhaps, but in this case the analogy doesn’t work 
because of the simple fact that the men of the FHAR 
are talking about those they love, or with whom 
they share their pleasures, whereas the Amazons of 
the pen seem to have a preference for feminine 
misery when itisand remains a pretext for a preface 
or a deeply felt text. 

Let us recall the recent plight of a former pros- 
titute who, having worked in one of their book- 
shops, had the audacity, in good and due form, to 
demand a pay slip from them. Let us recall the 
polemic which followed in the 22 October 1976 
Liberation, in which Catherine Leguay, one of the 
women who had occupied the Des Femmes book- 
shop in protest [against her having been fired — tr. 
note], invited women to leave "the ghetto of the 
saintly union, of the sacred union of the women's 
struggle, in the name of which everything can be 


perpetrated. The worst injustices, the worst sleazy 
acts, the worst dirty tricks, as if the fact of being a 
woman and a woman in struggle were in itself a 


virtue.” Let us again recall the response from Vic- 
toria Thérame, the flunky on hand, defending the 
Des Femmes bookshop in the same issue, only, evi- 
dently, to assure that the ink of pen pushers like 
herself continues to flow: “It’s thanks to Des Femmes 
if, everywhere, at all the publishing houses, women 
are being published more than before (women who 
don’t write Harlequin novels, I mean); promoting 
women, women’s series, woman, this unknown, 
woman, a new continent! Women are in a position 
of power at the publishing houses thanks to Des 
Femmes! This must be understood!” We've under- 
stood it, and Barbara [the woman who was fired — 
tr. note] too, especially when these same women tell 
us they scorn the exercise of power and recourse to 
force as being specifically masculine! Finally, let us 
recall theirremediableblow that this labour conflict 
brought before an arbitration board dealt to the 
feminist idyll which Victoria Thérame, always on 
hand and ready, does not fail to grab on to: "It's 
simple, however: something is happening at Edi- 
tions Des Femmes which has never existed else- 
where, a mini-society which functions in a different 
manner, without a hierarchy and without a struc- 
tured organization; a tight ship, a group of women 
working in a different way, liberty in action, a seed 
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of a new world, the little green bud, an opening in 
the city" Things must be happening in this "new 
world", in effect, for the "little green bud" to sud- 
denly turn into a club to silence all the women who 
arenottoeing the line, to discredit all the “unnatural 
enemies", as Victoria Thérame, in her naive ser- 
vility, calls “all the other women's groups". But be 
reassured, all this isnot really Des Femmes’ fault,but 
simply due to a prostitute in whom, besides, “pros- 
titution fantasies” had been uncovered, and to 
whom one had had the militant generosity of 
proposing an analysis (Le Monde, 20 May 1977, “Le 
licenciement de Barbara”) in order to overcome her 
resistance. 

Thus, in their desire to feminize the vocabulary, 
the neo-feminists have been successful about one 
point: today they can boast of having their own 
Katangaises (4) — Barbara, Monique Pitton, a LIP 
worker, Erin Pizzey, a coordinator in a battered 
women’s shelter in London, all three taken to court 
and charged with libel by the Des Femmes bookshop 
(Charlie-Hebdo, 26 May 1977, "Salades", Sylvie 
Caster) — just as it was the shame of May 1968 to 
have invented the masculine word, and to have so 
easily relinquished solidarity with those desig- 
nated by it. After such affairs, among others just as 
glorious for the cause of women, I would still like 
to be able to share the passionate conviction of 
Louise Michel concerning the feminine combat: 


If we were to wish to govern! Don’t worry! 

We're not dumb enough for that! That would 

make authority endure. Keep it so that it 

comes to an end more quickly! (Mémoires, éd. 

F. Roy, Paris 1886, Volume 1, p.107). 

Perhaps I should not let myself be so strongly 
impressed by the heart-rending spectacle of a few 


. women writers who are pining for power when 


some of them, who are growing old, discover at the 
propitious moment the beauties of a feminism they 
had scarcely bothered about until then, and when 
the rest, impatient not to miss their debut in the 
literary arena, are ostentatiously wearing the 
colours of the gang that’s à la mode. It is because of 
having seen Marie Ferré, Mme. Paulin, Mme. 
Meurice, Jeanne B., Paule Minck, Maria A, Julie L., 
Andrée Leo ... in real life, at grips with the worst 
realities, that Louise Michel is so confident in the 
future. I have no doubt that today women 
everywhere “are simply taking [their] place in the 
struggle without asking" (Louise Michel, p.104). I 
only doubt that they would join the ranks of the 
neo-feminists, or that they would stay there for 
long if they ended up there by mistake, and that 
they would revolt against the impudence of a few 
women wishing to dictate their feelings and enthu- 
siasms with the same jealous authority as the sad 
swarm of spineless phallocrats evoked by Louise 
Michel: "smooth talkers, the upper crust, dandies, 


scum ultimately, young or old, funny, stupetied by 
a pile of sleazy affairs, and whose time is up"; but 
who, as a result, do not to any lesser extent weigh 
"the minds of women in their dirty paws, as if they 
sensed the rising tide of these women who are 
hungry for knowledge, and who ask only that of 
the old world: the little it knows" (p.106). What an 
historical irony: when one sees the lying pretension 
of what is done and written in the name of women, 
onehas to admitthat this entire passage dangerous- 
ly takes on — not a feminine — but a feminist 
colouring. With the same scorn, gunplay with the 
minds of women is continuing. And if the players 
have changed sex, the stakes of the game have 
remained the same. 

How long will we still have to witness this 
depressing spectacle? It is to all those whose 
despair will be exhausted neither by vociferating a 
few hateful commands, nor in the miasma of a 
smug sisterhood that I address myself, still con- 
vinced, in spite of the disconcerting demonstra- 
tions of recent years, that “When things are worth 
fighting for, women are not left to the last; the old 
yeast of revolt which is in the heart of every woman 
ferments quickly when combat opens the paths 
wider, where it smells less of rotting flesh and of the 
filth of human stupidity” (Louise Michel, p.106). It 
is from all these women, who, through the depth of 
their revolt, refuse the discourse of the bureaucrats 


of neo-feminist sensitivity, that we should perhaps 
be in a position to measure, from the profoundest 
depths of feminine misery, “how much certain 
bureaucrats have a taste for the heroism [or misery] 
of others”, as Séverine already noted long ago. 
Besides, a re-reading of the Pages Rouges (Red Pages) 
allows us to see that things have scarcely changed, 
since Barbara's “prostitution fantasies”, discovered 
at the propitious moment by the “tribunal” of the 
Des Femmes bookshop, seem to be cut from the same 
cloth as the account of the Fourmies shooting which 
aroused the indignation of Jules Vallès’ young 
mistress: 
In the first rank, and among the dead, there were, 
it can now be said, women of very easy virtue. 
“That's it,” she fumed. “The — charming — 
conclusion is self evident: the misfortune is 
much less horrible, the catastrophe much less 
distressing, and the sub-prefect less worthy of 
being jeered at because the victims were not 
roses!” (Séverine, Pages Rouges, “Choix de 
mortes", p.244, éd. Simonis Empis, 1893). 
Again and always, then, long live the hookers, 
mad women and the women of easy virtue, the 
traditionally emblematic figures of feminine 
misery, and all the more emblematic since they are 
always represented mute in order to be brandished 
as scarecrows or a$ saintly images according to the 


| am not someone who 
employs the word revolution- 
ary lightly, but women's total 
integration into the police 
forces — and by total | mean 


50/50, not less — is a revo- 
lutionary goal of the highest 
importance for the rights of 
women. 
— Susan Brownmiller, 
quoted in the text 


fluctuations of ideological necessities. It is hence- 
forth established that the neo-feminist revolution 
only gives women words all the better to take them 
back. And if a strong effort is made to hold on to 
them, that it is sufficient to asphyxiate them with 
the sludge that was used to mold the most touching 
laceworks of pain a while back. O eternal “vaginal 
and mute mouths” that the neo-feminists know so 
well how to make talk or be silent by applying 
pressure to women’s loins! Militant pressure does 
not differ from parental or social pressure — one 
always expects women to say "Mommy". But Il 
come back to this. 

In the meantime, I can already expect that at this 
point I will be reproached for TEE referred to 
Séverine here: she will be found guilty of the wrong 
of having passionately loved and of acknow- 
ledging, with regard to the person with whom she 

her “vagabond old age”, that “You have 
taught me to see, to hear, to meditate ...” (Pages 
Rouges, Avertissement). However, in her flaming 
hazel eyes, whose joyous insolence lit up the som- 
ber sequins of her corsage, I see the “revolutionary 
dandyism" gleaming which she attributed to Félix 
Payat, Eugène Sue and Gustave Fleurens, who, in 
their struggle against the old world, knew how to 
also find "the women beautiful, the corollae exqui- 
site, the wine generous, the music bewitching ...” 
(p.76). And though it may displease our profes- 
sional weepers, here it is a question of the same 
lyrical necessity which, from the inside, illuminates 
the revolt of Louise Michel or Flora Tristan. The 
quality of the way of looking which the former 
directed at the Caledonian forests, and the latter at 
the ems night, contains the entire stakes of their 
revolt, 

On the colour of the sky at times depends all our 
reasons for living or dying: by perceiving or trans- 
mitting it, certain people lay bare the vital source of 
revolt by pushing aside the ideological artifices 
Which steal it away from us: "Is not everything 
connected to everything? Is not to hinder human 
development and the development of new senses 
not to proceed from general outlooks?" (Louise 
Michel, p.124). Here undoubtedly is where this 
"revolutionary dandyism" which Séverine speaks 
of lies: scandalously natural, it resides in the chal- 
lenge of recognizing, in spite of everything, the 
luxury of life in the places in which it has not 
inevitably been debased. I am obliged to state that 
this dandyism is cruelly lacking in the neo- 
feminists, who are preoccupied to the point of 
obsession by being taken for the scapegoats of 
unfortunate femininity, less, no doubt, "out of a 
cultivated shabbiness of their old clothes, or the 
craftily contrived dirtiness of their hands", from 
Which Séverine recognized the "jokers of the 
revolution”, than by feverishly rubber-stamping at 
any price, be it one of lying, e misery of the 
pum condition. Which ines ee amount to the 
same thing, but, since the masquerade has been 
internalized, to something worse. One might beled 
to believe that this kind of indecency is a specifical- 
ly feminine quality, but it would be mistaken, since 
it’s only a question of a handful of bureaucrats. 

I can agree that to make this kind of stand 
against what seems to foretell a new exploitation of 


women by women does not resolve the institution- 
alized exploitation of women by men as such. I am 
claiming, however, that the present feminist dis- 
course is only putting off the moment when women 
will make themselves free in that it is deceiving 
them about their reality. 

But what, then, is this reality? Quite obviously 
the one that has been made for them by men, and 
which the neo-feminists are not making for them- 
selves through a lack of denouncing with the verbal 
bloatedness we're all familiar with; but also what 
every woman has consented to, and consents to 
losing, until of her life nothing remains beyond the 
very vague outline of dots of the succession of her 
children, her husbands, and indeed her lovers. 
Would it not be the time to also state that exercising 
a masculine power, which today is granted the 
privilege of blotting out every darkness, is allowed 
by this consenting to banality, as opposed to incit- 
ing women to discover the well of marvels which 
they are by nature? Is it not to condemn Sleeping 
Beauty to an eternal leaden sleep when, while dis- 
suading her from awaiting Prince Charming, she is 
encouraged to rely on the hypnotizing all-power- 
fulness of a bewitching neo-feminism? Neo- 
feminism never speaks of the reality I was referring 
to above, which is, in spite of everything, and I 
insist, given to each person to find or lose in the 
discontinuity of a sensitive life which ceaselessly 
throws a monkey wrench into the mechanism of 
livery and roles, for the simple reason that it only 
seeks to promote a new sample of roles, and, quite 
obviously, of clitoral decorations for its most faith- 
ful servants. One will not be oxen’ surprised that, 
from primordial femininity to militant femininity, 
passing through suffering femininity, what these 
roles have in common is that they are revealed to 
us in an outrageously positive light. 

Angel or demon until now, woman today 
achieves the felicity of being only an angel, but an 
angel which the particularity of t- 
ing itself in the form of a winged vagina. From the 
vagina with teeth to the vagina with wings, con- 
cerning feminine reality, I admit that I can hardly 
see the difference. And since they are talking about 
a revolution, I could grant that here it is a question 
of a revolution in the costumes which are being 
worn, but nothing more. By appearing today under 
a shower of tacky organic ornaments, femininity 
remains just as idiotically mysterious, maternity 
just as stupidly triumphant, and feminine desire 
just as derisively painted with makeup. Neo- 
feminism can flatter itself for having adapted these 
sad roles which are inherent in this misery to the 
taste, or rather to the distaste of the body which 
characterizes the end of this century. I know that 
life is always invented against these roles, which 
most people, as usual, accept with frivolous 
docility, or into which, as usual, some will slip with 
self-interested suppleness. But I also know the 
immense emotional disarray of all these women 
whose reality of their misery, of their desperation, 
turns them away from the frivolity or cynicism 
necessary to play this game. Like them, I have the 
fierce pretension of situating myself elsewhere. 
And it is all the less painful for me to say it since I 
believe that I have uncovered the same gap between 
the deaf, bursting, convulsive, dreary, starlit, torn- 
apart-night-that-tears-apart in which every woman 
discovers her life as between my life and the neo- 
feminist discourse. 

> To begin with, I expect that I am not alone in 
feeling a bit put off when I am asked, for example, 
"toarticulatemy neurosis about the class struggle". 
I believed that I had done away with early 
childhood and the horror into which I was plunged 
by the destruction of a rubber duckie. However this 
phrase, heard in a café, provoked such disarray in 
the young recruit to whom the discourse was 
addressed that I believed that I had flashed back 20 
years. As with myself and the rubber duck, she 
struggled to place the rose leg of her neurosis on 
the desired spot on the plump and evasive body of 
the class struggle, recognizing nothing about her- 
self and others, after a number of stinging ideologi- 
cal elastic snap-backs, in the headless, tailless 
Seed which she was congratulated for having 
engendered, and which, stupefyingly, esca; 
from her hands. ee zn 

After thinking it over, Ihave come to understand 
my retrospective fright, one that was just as useless 


as that of the young person who was interviewed 
by chance: because we were unaware of the refer- 
ence texts, both of us knew nothing of the clarifica- 
tions which the neo-feminist discourse provides us 
about our situation in the world. To such a point 
that the so-problematic articulation of our neurosis 
concerning the class struggle becomes child's play 
when one learns that: 


The well-off who didn't make it, during the 
entire period of their stay, are on the ladder of 
assets aspiring to be well off. The few rebels 
«advocate a collective climb up a collective 
ladder and an elbow-to-elbow to put an end 
to the body-to-body and to the proliferation 


of private ladders (Michàle Causse, 
L'encontre, p.132). 


Ipick out these pearls less to amuse myself — a 
little just the same — by bringing out their idiocy 
than to show to what point the non-return of the 
theoretical (?) or lyrical (?) neo-feminist discourse 
succeeds in functioning in a void. Which, besides, 
the previously quoted textual tightrope walker 
does not fail to superbly reveal to us: 

My manuscripthas one fault: itis difficult and 

itis addressed only to women. Itis also politi- 

cal. All women, then, can read it. Even those 
who will not decode the language will understand 

my thesis (Michele Causse, Avertissememt à 

l'Encontre, Catalogue des Editions Des Femmes. 

My emphasis). 

Here I understand that if I understand nothing 
about this coded exertion, no matter; what is suffi- 
cient is a total belief that the neo-feminist word is 
well founded — here resides the secret of com- 
prehension. I have not forgotten that "Holy water 
can work ina car in a pinch" (Picabia), but this kind 
of miracle does not continue to escape me any the 
less when I consider the reality its fabulousness 
serves to erase: neither my body any more than that 
of other women is "caught in language", as this 
little masterpiece of contorted naturalness entitled 
O Maman, Baise-moi encore (O Mommy, Kiss Me 
Again) would convince us; not my life any more 
than that of other women "pants" and "suckles" in 
order to “let the milk flow" or "the writing fly” 
(Hélène Cixous, Avertissement à Souffles): ulti- 
mately, if “woman does not shut" (Cixous), neither 
does the neo-feminist mouth, as it opens more and 
more into the gulf of words which, in wishing 
themselves primordial, are no longer in contact 
with the nonetheless historical reality in which 
men, like women, are plunged. 

Iam affirming that this gulf is political in the 
sense that it is scandalously real — like the gulf 
which was dug between the militant feminists and 
the accused in the Bobigny trial (5) when it was a 
question of collectively preparing the defence. Did 
not some argue about the radicalness of the move- 
ment, as Gistle Halimi reports in La Cause des 
femmes, when what wasat stake for others was their 
very concrete liberty, their very concrete lives? 
There should beno question of minimizing this gulf 
by invoking the eternal divorce between theory and 
practice. This is inherent in the lening 
whiteness which levels the feminist landscape 
today. And if one can applaud the dismantling of 
the mother/whore pair, which, with Judeo-Chris- 
tian dualism being all the rage, has shared the 
image of women until now, in no way can one 
rejoice much at seeing neo-feminism substitute the 
witch/martyr couple, which unifies femininity, 
perhaps, but from the dazing and antiseptic view- 
point of an absolute innocence. 

Since these enterprises of frenzied virginization 
are never gratuitous (note the former and future 
Stalinists in the Western countries), I ask myself 
questions when I hear these “newborns” from the 
latest shower of feminists telling us history in their 
manner: 


History? That of spilled blood ... It was not 
our acts, We came from the dawn; we came 
from the and we were the ones 
who gave, who nourished, who cared for life 
and who had, or who were able to retain, no 
means of impeding life from being destroyed, 
wasted and bloodied by the barbarous rage of 
men who, paradoxically, were not snatched 
from ignorance by knowledge, as if the 
so-called superior values had turned into 
accomplices of savagery (Chantal Chawaf, 
Sorciéres #3, p.6). 


What can I do? I do not have the bad taste to be 
moved by this evocation of Salvation Army 
femininity that throws in the towel. But if I did it 
would still be difficult for me to share in this whiny 
idiocy when one sees these bleating sheep — who 
give, who nourish, who care for life from the tips of 
their enchanted pens — use this immaculate white- 
ness asan authority to blacken, in the flutter of their 
existential generosity, everything which is mas- 
culine. In order for us to get a picture of the typhoon 
of stupidity which menaces us, I will, stupefied, 


“LA Blue, we're with you" — the topsy- 
turvy politics of countering “Operation 
Rescue” 


At demonstrations, throngs of pro-choice 


demonstrators, some of whom might well 
have been on the wrong end of night sticks 
in another era, watched the police twist 
protesters’ arms and chanted: “LA Blue, 
we're with you.” 

— Los Angeles Times, 8 January 1990 


i 


hand the stage to Christianne Rochefort, whose 
humour does not appear to have resisted this virus 
of virginization through femellitude: 


At t we are colonized and on the road 

| to decolonization: we have not participated in 
| theenterpriseof conquest, violation, rapeand 
massacre of the Earth accomplished by Man 

| —and itis here that the meaning of this term, 
which has long been claimed generic, reveals 

its reality: it is a question of man, in effect, in 

the limited sense (Christianne Rochefort, in 

Regards féminins, Anne Ophir, p.90). 

Attherisk of being taken foran enemy of my sex 
who must be stamped out, I would point out just 
the same that there exist certain languages in which 
this linguistic quibbling is impossible due to the 
simple fact that one has recourse to different words 
to designate man and human beings. 

But little does it matter; litanies like these poison 
feminine literature of recent years with such a con- 
sistency in their stupidity that I will stop at these 
two examples. In other times, in other places, did it 
not appear necessary that everything be swallowed 
with equal ardour in order to unleash a pack of 
positive heroes upon all those whose uneasy 
shadows questioned the mortal whiteness of anew 
world? Would it be a question here of the infantile 
1 malady of the oppressed who no longer wish to be 
| such? It’s possible, but there are infantile maladies 
| which leave behind grave after-effects once the 

growth period is terminated, to begin with, these 
kinds of psychic infections which curiously trans- 
form the oppressed into oppressors. I can under- 
{ stand that women today, from having been too long 
denied, humiliated, fucked over, raped and dis] 
sessed, have gone in search of a primordial whole- 
ness, But I understand less that they are claiming to 
find itin the pure and spotless image of a femininity 
which is lyingly positive since it is absolutely posi- 
tive. This being said, I am fully conscious that Iam 
engaging in an activity of sabotage here of which, 
besides, I will not fail to be accused. And this is 
what, beyond a doubt, brings us back to the famous 
priorities of the struggle. 
Since it happens at times, from priority to 
priority, that one may have the priority of finding 


Off to Saudi Arabia 


oneself in a camp or a psychiatric asylum, I am 
trembling. Not because the witches are back, as the 
Italian feminists are pleased to announce, but 
because under the ready-made thought of this mass 
witchcraft I see the movement of the shadow of an 
Inquisition rather than the firefly of revolt illu- 
minating the heaths of the great refusal. Once 
again, one might believe that I have a vexatious 
tendency to dramatize the inevitable excesses of a 
struggle which is nevertheless legitimate. Except 
that, when I hear the Italian feminists wishing to 
"change the world" from a "women's viewpoint” 
—and whoin this do notdiffer from their European 
or American sisters — I get a chill down my spine. 
And my spine becomes more and more sensitive 
when we are told in the same journal that in Rome, 
on the night of November 27, "ten thousand 
women" were howling, "The white moon is gleam- 
ing on the roof, my sisters. Let us take up our 
lanternsand our candles and go through the hostile 
city denouncing the violence which this masculine 
world has inflicted on us. We are another power. 
We are the new power which is rising. We will 
liberate you,o city, we will liberate you, o male who 
is chained by the exploitation you make us suffer.” 

I will not go on about the novelty of this weary 
refrain that is tirelessly vociferated from the 
moment there are liberators who are pining for 


power, But I would like to know by virtue of which 
witchcraft this “power that is rising” would be one 
that would save us, when elsewhere itis ceaselessly 
repeated that “men’s unhealthy desire for power 
and violence is at the heart of every problem” (Les 
Femmes s'entétent p.209). Perhaps there exists a spe- 
cial brigade of neo-feminists to make recalcitrant 
subjects understand that there is power and power, 
for I am unable to comprehend that there is the 
police and the police and the army and the army. 
While awaiting this ponin which I will not 
receive, I resign myself to advancing further into 
the night of neo-feminist obscurantism to know 
what is hiding under this unresolved question: If 
women today can reproach men for having made 
things function “froma men’s viewpoint”, how can 
they claim to liberate “males”, as well as them- 
selves, “from a women's viewpoint"? Wouldn'tthis 


... Parisian feminists could think of nothing better to do 
than to go and place a wreath of flowers to the wife of 
the unknown soldier ... Before coming up with this 
humiliating reproach to the unacknowledging nation, 
would it not have been more worthwhile — “from a 
women's viewpoint", it’s understood — to first ask 


oneself whether the sublime wife of the unknown soldier, 
to begin with, was not one of these rotten women who 
sent men off to war with a flower in their rifle, or who do 
nothing to hinder the man they are living with from 
participating in the collective butchery in one way or 
another? 


be something of a theoretical contradiction which, 
in practice, removes all equivocation about the 
depth of the neo-feminist horizon? 

In this respect, most of the exemplary actions 
which are wholly guided by this “women’s view- 
point” leave one with the profoundest doubts 
about the way today’s feminists intend to “change 
the world”. Twenty years after Jean-Pierre Duprey, 
the person who said “A sign of life would make me 
laugh”, simply went one day and pissed on the Arc 
de Triomphe, obliterating, consciously or not, it 
makes little difference, the deceiving flame of the 
country, of the nation, of war, which, in the heart of 
Paris, is nourished from the body of an anonymous 
individual, therefore any individual at all, Parisian 
feminists could think of nothing better to do than 
to go and place a wreath of flowers to the wife of 
the unknown soldier. Clitoris out front, they went 
up the Champs Elysées, no doubt to demonstrate 
what ancient Amazons they could be, dreaming 
already of their breast of wood. I will not attempt 
to peer into the troubled waters of their real motiva- 
tions. I will simply ask one question: Before coming 
up with this humiliating reproach to the unac- 
knowledging nation, would it not have been more 
worthwhile — “from a women's viewpoint", it's 
understood — to first ask oneself whether the sub- 
lime wife of the unknown soldier, to begin with, 
was not one of these rotten women who sent men 
off to war with a flower in their rifle, or who do 
nothing to hinder the man they are living with from 
participating in the collective butchery in one way 
or another? Too bad, too bad that these feminists 
did not think of extinguishing the patriotic flame in 
the way Duprey did, for that would have been an 
occasion to take back possession of their leg-objects 
in order to make an Arc de Honte — arch of shame 
— which would not be forgotten; too bad, finally, 
that they didn't bother to take up a collection for 
the movement like the brilliant crook who has 
reaped a fruitful offering in recent years going 
house-to-house in the name of the wife of the 
unknown soldier. But since I already imagine the 
choir of trellised virgins appearing to remind me 
that these are things which are not to be laughed at, 
I will hasten to return to a subject which is just as 
important for the women’s struggle in another way. 

Let us see, then, what kind of light this famous 
“women’s viewpoint" sheds on the problem of 
rape, of which women are the direct victims, and 
about which only women who have been raped can 
bear witness. Here again, to me this light seems to 
flicker, to say the least, in spite. ois poemate 
deployed to make us believe that only it can indi- 
cate what is good and what is evil. 

If it is up to all women to establish the criminal 
reality of rape, which is too often evaluated with an 
extreme complacency by the justice system, but 
also by public opinion in general, is it really the 
duty of women to deliver rapists to a judicial sys- 
tem which, if they are to be believed, is a guarantor 
of everything they are claiming to be fighting 
against? How can it be forgotten that this is the 
same justice which condemns women who havean 
abortion, women who perform them, and the 
rapists — and condemns them equally when any 
one of them does not have sufficient means or 
backing available to them to avoid such crimes 
being taken to court? How can one suddenly have 
recourse to the repressive legal apparatus of a 
power which is called phallocratic when rape con- 
stitutes the grossest and most miserable manifesta- 
tion of this same power? 

To the Italian feminists’ very praiseworthy 
ambition of wishing to make every rape a “trial of 
the State” responds a completely different reality, 
judging by the book Against Our Will by Susan 
Brownmiller, who is considered the authority on 
the question, and in which one can find the follow- 
ing type of feminist declarations: 


I am not someone who employs the word 
revolutionary lightly, but women’s total inte- 
gration into the police forces — and by total I 
mean 50/50, not less—isa Point ‘goal 
of the highest importance for the rights of 
women; 
or, again, 

I want to point out here that I am someone 
who considers a prison term a just and 
legitimate solution to the problem of criminal 
activity, the best solution we have today asa 
civilized punishment and to have a preven- 
tive effect against future crimes. 


Is it this forest of billy clubs and bars which 
guarantees the radical newness of the neo-feminist 
paradise we are promised? 

Itisa strange “women’s viewpoint" which con- 
secrates the neo-feminist discourse's rupture with 
the reality lived by various women, be it the most 
somber one. For if feminists today are calling for 
justice in the case of rape — for which one cannot 
really blame them without ending up defending a 
scandalous state of affairs — it is therefore because 
in fact they separate power and maleness, which 


their discourse nevertheless tries hard to systemati- 
cally confuse. And for us, here is something which 
can be instructive concerning the nature and func- 
tion of today’s feminist discourse, which, in the 
specific case of rape, contributes to considerably 
obscuring the problem. This problem is too grave 
to think that shutting away rapists can wipe out 
anything whatsoever of the physical, butalso men- 
tal and emotional destruction caused to those who 
have been raped: "We were so desperate that we 
even thought of suicide,” Araceli Castellano and 
Anne Tonglet tell us, who were raped in August 
1974 while they were camping next to a beach near 
Marseilles. First, itis urgent for women to reject the 
Judeo-Christian curse of the flesh, which until now 
has made women silently bear the shame of having 
been raped, that is, of being nothing more than the 
body of the crime in the most trivial sense of the 
term. 

But in order to bring this about, the rigour of 
their account must prevent the substitution of a 
new ideology which denounces the aggressor in 
order to exalt the victim for one which assails the 
victim in order to excuse, or even glorify the aggres- 
sor. From their experience of suffering, women 
know that it serves no purpose; that suffering 
teaches us nothing except to do everything possible 
to prevent it. And as much as it seems necessary to 
me for women to break the conspiracy of silence 
which favours the practice of rape, to the same 
extent I cannot accept that “In light of these 
accounts, rape” appears “to clearly be a terrorist 
tactic utilized by some men, but which serves to 
exert the power of all men over all women” (Cahiers 
du GRIF, “Violence”, no. 14-15, p.103). I'm very 
sorry, but to be a woman and to have been raped in 
no way authorizes one to use the handy con- 
venience of the principle of collective respon- 
sibility, to which the totalitarian outlook: pas always 
made reference. I may be taking things the wrong 
way but when, hiding: under the garments of pain, 
the following psycho-sexist law is pronounced: “If 
all men do not rape women ..., all benefit from the 
fact that some do”, I cannot prevent myself from 
thinking of "They're all bitches", which has 
encountered the fate we all know. And when I see 
the neo-feminists placing their pawns on the 
miserable generic chessboard in this manner, I get 
the impression that, because of it, the women who 
really have been raped are condemned to disap- 
pear, one by one, in the obscurity of their suffering. 
Because if not, why does neo-feminist discourse 
always end up presenting rape as the implicit 
model of all masculine behaviour by reducing it to 
its most pathetic negativity, whereas rape 
demonstrates an analogous reduction of femininity 


which unbearably surpasses even the notion of 
women-object itself? 

I will explain: with rape and its imaginary rep- 
resentations, a notion of women-space takes root at 
the price of a definitive flattening out of femininity 
as a danger zone. To be excused for every folly, 
therefore, is he who approaches: we know that at 
one moment or another every rapist claims to have 
been provoked, and that classically this defence 
system is one of the most satisfying to the extent 
that, as a result of 2000 years of Christianity, public 
opinion in general derives the spineless pleasure of 
finding itself in familiar territory. Progress in this 
sphere seems to be heading in the worst direction, 
since when it became difficult to question that Anne 
Tonglet and Araceli Castellano had been the vic- 
tims of an indisputable aggression, they were 
reproached not 


«for having been raped, but for being 
homosexual. We are judged, we are con- 
demned, and some even go as far as to think 
that we're worse than the rapists (interview 
given to Marie-Claire, no. 244). 


I don't know who to hand the grand prize for 
sleaziness to: the rapists or the employers of these 
young women, who used ents like this to 
deprive them of their jobs following this affair. In 
both cases woman is no longer even an object, with 
its contours, and in effect its particularities; she is 
the indefinable space of the curse of the flesh. It has 
been the feminist tradition which has refused this 
cursed topography, which whitens all of virility- 
on-the-march's darknesses as a result of the single 
fact that femininity is said to stretch forth as a space 
which is booby-trapped from the outset. And this 
is why I am astonished that neo-feminism finds 
nothing more with which to counter a macho 
criminality that is very real than the virgin lands of 
an innocence on principle. But this is such a fun- 
damental aspect of neo-feminist ideology that we 
even see it, with complete naturalness, making its 
appearance from the pens of those who have been 
given the task of instructing the idle masses. As an 
example all I need is one of the unforgettable 
diatribes of Benoîte Groult, who in the last few 
months has been doing neo-feminist entryism in 
the magazine Marie Claire: 


There is much talk of certain categories, 


exclusively masculine ones of course: immi- 

grants, the handicapped, even certain poor 

perverted people who, it is said, are in need 

of specialized nurses ... It is true that their 

situation must pose certain problems. But 

these are THEIR problems. They should not 
be resolved at the expense of innocent women 

(my emphasis) who are sacrificed to the 

sexual equilibrium of one group of individ- 

uals or another (Marie Claire, no. 295). 

Whatever one might think, the innocent readers 
who have read these lines have not been sacrificed 
to Benoîte Groult's mental handicap, but to the one 
that governs neo-feminism. Black leveling becomes 
white leveling. Today the criminal inevitability 
which tore apart every representation of the 
feminist universe has been followed by a fatality of 
innocence which stretches out women's demands 
indefinitely in order to make a weepy imperialist 
display out of them. 

When I saw that the women from the GRIF were 
bringing together accounts, documents and infor- 
mation with the goal of looking at the problem of 
violence without wishing to ignore its complexity, 
I was hoping that they,were going to avoid getting 
stuck in the theoretical ridiculousness of neo- 
feminist ideology. But I quickly had to sing another 
tune from the moment I became aware of the reflec- 
tions of a certain Aline Dallier on “the image of 
violence in women's art". According to her, the 

rincipal merit of the women mentioned (including 
WE Fini and Dorothea Tanning, which says it 
all) is to have inaugurated a hagiography of the 
feminine martyr. Which, let us note in passing, 
scarcely offers any menstrual blood as grist for the 
mill of feminine specificity since, whether it is a 
question of Dorothea Tanning’s puppet-like 
“Maternity”, or Frida Kahlo's premature birth: 
“Long ropes project from her navel and join her, like 
a ball and chain, to a stillborn child, skeleton-like 
and black" (p.114); whether, again, it is a question 
of the used tampaxes exhibited by Gina Pane in 
order to evoke "the painful vagina, which is the 
source not only from which the child appears, but 
also of the pleasure-pain of being a woman” (p.115), 
or the blood-splattered sheet on which Ana Men- 
dieta exhibits, there is no doubt that here it is the 
artist (and not the observer, as claimed by Marcel 
Duchamp) who makes the picture. And this artist, 
it should be pointed out, is always the most cruel 
masculine spectre inscribing the “real or symbolic 
tortures inflicted on women" on the canvasses, as 
on women's bodies. 

This neo-feminist esthetics detour at least has 
the merit of informing us that the feminist universe 
only whitens in order to better set off the bloody 
writing of the masculine principle. Red on white, 
one can see the lie appear from which the neo- 
feminist discourse is nourished. Concerning rape, 
what is retained will be the violence of penetration 
in order to establish that all penetration is violence 
perpetrated against feminine auto-eroticism. And 
to get an idea of the level reached by this blood- 
streaked casuistry, I will hand the stage to one of 
the theoreticians of feminine specificity who scarce- 
ly worries about nuances when affirming, with the 
aplomb of scientific objectivity, that 

The suspending of this auto-eroticism takes 

place through violent crime: the brutal 

spreading apart of these two lips by a raping 
penis" (Luce Irigaray, Ce sexe qui n'en est pas 

un, p.24). 

At this rate one can expect that neo-feminism 
will shortly wither away when, in their mouths, its 
adepts discover all the raping forks and spoons 


with which they are still unconsciously feeding 
themselves, In the meantime, the big ideological 
cleansing continues full blast, arriving at very 
paltry results: the feminine horizon may well have 
become wider and wider, it remains no less one of 
passivity, whereas, black or white, the phallic hero 
continues to advance to meet his vileness as in 
former times to meet his glory. Nothing has really 
changed, the lighting has only been altered by 
reversing where the rays of light and shadows are 
placed. And in spite of what one would have us 
believe, an optical illusion is not sufficient to shatter 
the mold of human relations. 

Also, I can scarcely see how the feminist 
bureaucrats, who have yet to succeed in eliminat- 
ing the sex collaborators from their ranks, and 
because they are also very careful not to take 
responsibility for the coherence of their delirium 
(as Ti-Grace Atkinson and Valerie Solanas have the 
audacity to) are going to change the world from a 
"women's viewpoint"; or,on the: contrary, Iseeonly 
too well: whether they refuse or consent to have 
relations with the enemy — strategic relations, it 
goes without saying — the invention of their liberty 
is disconcertingly confused with guilt-tripping 
whatis masculine. And even homosexuals, in spite 
of the multiple forms of repression they undergo, 
are reproached for belonging to the masculine sex, 
as this hallucinatory "Lesbians' Response to Their 
Homosexual Brothers” demonstrates; 

Men, 

whose name designates at the same time 

male and the species, 

who ceaselessly reinvent power, 

Why, at every instant, must your language 

evoke domination and violence? ... 


Certainly it is just and necessary to show that 
homosexuality is to be found in everyone. To 
do so, is it indispensable, because one is a 
man, to implicitly address oneself only to 
men? (FHAR, Rapport contre la normalité, 
p.80). 


Something, as we've seen, that women in strug- 
gle could in no way be reproached for! And we're 
all the more happy to state that these demoiselles 
Lapalisse (6), who would also be able to complain 
about musicians loving music, do not, in their case, 
demonstrate any sexism when they declare that 
“The penis alternately symbolizes the sceptre and 
the club. Of what interest is all this for women? 
None.” Finally, one notes the biological imperial- 
ism this inexpressible broad-mindedness leads to 
when they conclude this address to their 
“homosexual brothers” in the following manner: 
“WHERE IS THE PROLETARIAT? It is the army of 
women who work at home. It is the Black Con- 
tinent. It is the eternal Third World: the people of 
women" (p.81). 

Itisa stupid "women's viewpoint" which, here 
as elsewhere, does not hesitate to make sacrifices to 
phallic competition in order to carry off the top 
prize for misery. 

In these conditions perhaps one will understand 
that, once again, itis difficult for me to take Simone 
de Beauvoir seriously when she affirms, without 
laughing, that: “There is nothing monolithic about 
feminist thinking" (Les femmes s'entétent, p-11). 
First, I very much doubt that one can talk about 
thinking here, when the innumerable contradic- 
tions and incoherences of the feminist discourse 
cancel each other out in order to lead back to a 
disturbing mystique of femininity which, in its 
pettiness and self-satisfaction, is susceptible to 

Teassure this famous “women’s viewpoint” that is 
(cont. on page 2) 
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I, CLAUDIA 
FEMINISMUNVEILED 


The following excerpts from 7 Claudia, Feminism 
Unveiled represent about half the original pamphlet, 


which is available from: BM Claudia, London WC1N 
3XX, England (complete address). 


I first thought feminism might be helpful to me twelve years ago after 
running away from an obsessively jealous and violent man. At my first 
meeting, a ‘women’s group’ on Haverstock Hill, I witnessed the depar- 
ture of a nervous Indian woman after the group had refused to allow 
her to introduce her husband to them beforehand (she had explained 
that he was worried about her going out amongst total strangers). My 
subsequent protestations were met with pitying smiles over my ignor- 
ance in not realising that they ‘absolutely could not allow any man to 
enter the room’. 

Since that time I have become quite accustomed to having my at- 
tempts to become acquainted with feminists rebuffed by frozen silences 
or outright hostility. I no longer take this as personally as I once did as 
I realise I am one of many women who are necessarily excluded from 
the feminist fold. 

As a result of the mutual rejection of the women’s movement and 
myself I am outraged when people assume that if I am independent and 
unconventional I must be a feminist, and that I have feminism to thank 
for any self-confidence I may have gained over the years. I am deeply 
insulted by those men and women who presume to tell me what is and 
what is not oppressive to me. 

I am not so naive to believe that what I write can change anyone’s 
views; I merely hope to encourage the more perceptive reader to cut 
through the hypocrisy of feminism and recognise the women’s move- 
ment for what it is: middle-class aspirations and puritanism masquerad- 
ing as rebellion. 


I'd Rather Be Drunk 
(The Yas Yas Girl, 1939) 


‘The most scathing vilification of immoral women does not come 
from men. The feminine establishment, which sees its techniques of sex- 
ual bargaining jeopardised by the disregard of women who make them- 
selves cheap is much more vociferous in its condemnation’. 

Germaine Greer: The Female Eunuch 


Feminists invented the term ‘male-identified woman’ for those 
women who would otherwise be called ‘slags’ or ‘loose’ by women with 
pretensions to respectability. By categorizing women as sisters/male- 
identified, feminists promote that same virgin/whore image of women 
that they denounce men for making. The infplication is that ‘male-ident- 
ified’ women are somehow traitors to their own sex. Whether a woman 
is accepted or rejected as a sister largely depends on what her feminist 
judges imagine her sexual behaviour to be. Women who work in any area 
of the sex industry are either scomed or patronised as ‘victims’; likewise 
women who are suspected of heterosexual promiscuity, or of engaging 
in sexual practices that feminists find disgusting, particularly if these in- 
volve sado-masochism. 

When Greer writes ‘Even now after years of punctilious sexual revol- 
ution no woman likes to be thought of as cheap' (Sex and Destiny 
p.206) she means that no woman with a suitably salaried mate wants 
him to discover that other men have paid a lot less, financially and 
emotionally, for right-of-access to her body. Feminists are no exception. 
They parade their education, cultivation, earning-power, and above all, 
their political pretensions as valuable attributes, while painting a con- 
trasting picture of the ‘unliberated’ ignorant woman, who supposedly 
knows nothing but how to exploit male sexual desire. 

Feminists who call themselves ‘political dykes’ are particularly vocal 
in their condemnation of ‘male-identified’ women. As opposed to 
women who are attracted to other women, the political dyke calls her- 
self a lesbian as she believes this to be the logical conclusion of her fem- 
inism. By proclaiming that a truly feminist woman must not, and cannot, 
have anything to do with men she can all the more effectively guilt- 
trip her sisters into keeping away from the men she fancies, including 
the one she secretly keeps at home. All the ‘political dykes’ I have 
known have either been living with men or having sexual relations with 
them while claiming to be lesbians. 

A woman's actual sexual behaviour bears little relation to whether or 
not she is dismissed as male-identified by feminists. There are modes of 
dress and behaviour which they, along with all ‘respectable’ people, take 
as signs of sexual promiscuity. I became aware of these prejudices my- 
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self after hearing that I was rumoured by my college’s Women's group 
to ‘wear no knickers’ (unfortunately it is usually too bloody cold in this 
country to go without). In traditional ‘respectable woman’ fashion, they 
assumed I wore my highly flamboyant clothing and make-up in order to 
attract men. Furthermore I spent a lot of time drinking with the men in 
the college bar. I found the cheap beer far more attractive than the male 
students and visiting politicos who used the bar;in fact I spent my under- 
graduate years in virtual celibacy. The feminist group’s attitude to me 
however, showed me how ‘virtuous’ women believe that a woman only 
has male friends and drinking partners because she wants to have sex 
with them. These ‘male-identified’ female boozers are blamed by fem- 
inists as one of the reasons why they feel they cannot venture into the 
majority of pubs without their actions being misinterpreted. 

‘Td propose that it is still practically impossible for single women to 
consume pints of beer in a pub without their activity being read as a 
sexually deviant or defiant action. I would also like to meet the woman 
who can unselfconsciously enter a strange public house alone. It is one 
of the consequences of a patriarchal control of female sexuality that we 
are prevented from ‘popping into the local for a social drink, unaccom- 
panied’. (Valerie Hey: Patriarchy and Pub Culture p.30) 

Perhaps not all feminists are as timorous as Ms. Hey; however her 
comments do reflect the insidious ‘shrinking violet’ image that feminists 
so eamestly cultivate. Hey, true to type, stresses that traditionally only 
prostitutes used pubs on a regular basis, and accounts for barmaids as 


‘classic token women. A perfect construction of male fantasies- maternal "E. 


and sexual. The way she relates to male customers is a paradigm of how 
men like to handle all relationships between themselves and women’ 
(ibid. p.43). Pity the poor feminist who fears her male mate is sneaking 
off down the pub because there is a Pat Wicks/Angie Watts stereotype 
behind the bar who embodies his ideal of the perfect woman. If she 
could only overcome her snobbery and prejudices sufficiently to venture 
down to the local the feminist would realise that men in pubs are far 
more interested in each other than in trying to get off with the barmaid 
or any other lone females. 


After 12 years in the Left/Anarchist/ 
Feminist milieu, | have come to realize 
that it is the men who most loudly con- 


demn pornography and sexism who 
treat the women they know with the 
most contempt. 


Feminists are disturbed by the places in which alcohol is drunk rather 
than the demon liquor itself. Late-twentieth century Carrie Nations are 
more likely to take hatchets to pom shops than drinking dens, for fem- 
inists have replaced alcohol with pomography as the supposed main 
reason for male violence against women. These days feminists may be 
seen getting inebriated in a trendy restaurant or wine-bar, or at 'alterna- 
tive’ cabarets or musical ‘benefits’ for people in far-off countries, but 
not (yet) down the Old Kent Road or at the dog-track. Beatrix Campbell 
gives concise expression to the feminists’ horror of the boorish, beer- 
swilling working-classes when she speaks of the ‘prejudices of the public 
bar, the patriarchy of the pub’ (The Iron Ladies p.176). 

It is above all the subject of pomography that brings out the ‘respect- 
ability’ in feminists. Like all ‘respectable’/ people, their respectability 
can only be maintained through the medium of monumental hypocrisy. 

The main objective in bringing up a person as a ‘woman’ is to con- 
vince her that she cannot survive without male protection. The brutal- 
ities committed against so many women by so many men who allegedly 
‘love’ them are testament to the success of this indoctrination. Millions 
of women stay with their male ‘protectors’ who terrorise them because 
they have been so thoroughly persuaded that the outside world holds 
even greater horrors for them. 

Feminists also help to propagate this myth that the devil you knowis 
better than the one you don’t. What better way to keep the female sex 
locked in domestic suffering than by having those who are allegedly 
fighting for the rights of women tell other women what a dangerous 


place the outside world is? Andrea Dworkin says that ‘every woman 
walking alone is a target. Every woman walking alone is hunted, har- 
assed, time after time harmed by psychic or physical violence’ (Porn- 
ography and Grief; speech given in 1978). 

Dworkin and her ilk are consumate scare-mongers. Worse, not con- 
tent with trying to terrify women into staying in that most danger- 
ous of all places for them, the family home, they encourage women to 
trust in that universal ‘male’ protector, the State. The agencies of the 
state are largely run by men who ill-treat women, either directly, or by 
means of the power invested in them by their office. 

While feminists are united in their opposition to pomography, some 
dovot the rightness or effectiveness of petitioning the highly morally 
dubious cabal who govern this country to do anything about it. In the 
States it has become evident that the anti-porn campaigners have some 
very odd bedfellows, such as Jerry Falwell. Feminists of liberal/libert- 
arian persuasions have come to realise that appealing to the State to leg- 
islate against pomography would be counter-productive: ‘We see the 
tight mobilizing general sentiment and using the power of the State 
against feminists, lesbians and gay men, workers in the sex industry, 
and all others who deal in sexually explicit speech. . . In order to bolster 
this effort lawmakers and religious leaders have attempted to appeal to 
the fundamental feminist concem with violence against women.’ 
(Caught Looking, magazine published by FACT - Feminist Anti-Censor- 
ship Taskforce). FACT groups have formed in major US cities to combat 
the anti-pomography campaign. FACT women defend some forms of 
pomography and correctly rubbish the pom/erotica distinction: *Porn- 
ography expressed in literary language or expensive photography and 
consumed by the upper middle-class is ‘erotica’; the cheap stuff, which 
can’t pretend to any purpose but getting people off, is smut. . . Between 
say, Ulysses at one end and Snuff at the other, erotica/pornography 
conveys all sorts of mixed messages that elicit complicated and private 
responses. In practice, attempts to sort out good erotica from bad pom 
inevitably come down to “What tums me on is erotic; what turns you 
on is pomographic." > (Ellen Willis. Feminism, Moralism, and Porn- 
ography, in Caught Looking). 

Despite their good intentions, FACT women remain in that class of 
‘decent’ girls who look to the State for protection: ‘True concern with 
violence against women would be expressed in support for such demands 
as the public funding of battered wives’ shelters, the rigorous enforce- 
ment of laws against rape, and economic equality for women.’ (Caught 
Looking, p.8). FACT are yet another bunch of ‘respectable’ simpletons 
who believe that legislation against something will make it disappear. 
Rape, no more than the production of pornography (for those prepared 
to pay), will not cease because of a few statutes and heavier penalties. 
David Sullivan, owner of Sunday Sport, said he would welcome the in- 
troduction of stricter censorship laws in Britain, as it would drive most 
pomography underground, where it commands a much higher price, 
(interview in City Limits, November 1987). 

The anti-pomography brigade claim to be fighting male sexual vi- 
olence; in fact they are colluding with those men who ill-treat women 
by allowing them an escape-route. The identification of pomography as 


the main cause of violence against women is a massive red-herring, 
designed to allow men to get away with rapes and beatings by directing 
women’s anger elsewhere. To give an example; in the summer of 1986 I 
was at a ‘Women Against Violence Against Women’ rally in Hyde Park 
where speakers were weeping on the platform about how they had been 
raped at Molesworth peace camp. Suitably angered, the protestors set 
off on a march through Soho to demonstrate against pomography as 
being a cause of all this male violence. Despite making extensive en- 
quiries, I could find no instance of these rapists actually having been 
named, and publically denounced, which I would have thought would 
have been the obvious thing to do, particularly as some of them were al- 
legedly ‘prominent members of the Peace Movement’. These rapists are 
still walking around in one piece, protected by their ‘political”.creden- 
tials and their feminist friends, who would rather march to Soho to dis- 
rupt business (prostitutes complained to WAVAW women that they 
were discouraging punters) than attack the actual perpetrators of viol- 
ence against women. 

Many men who are violent to women use the anti-porn platform to 
hide their own deeds. After twelve years in the Left/Anarchist/Feminist 
milieu I have come to realise that it is the men who most loudly con- 
demn pomography and sexism who treat the women they know with 
the most contempt; this contempt for both women and themselves being 
very often expressed through the use of violence. As far as I know, only 
the excellent magazine Class Whore has attempted to expose this hypoc- 
risy by publishing the names of 'anti-sexist men who beat up their girl- 
friends. 

Pornography is used as a scapegoat, a diversion, by many feminists 
who wish to cover up for the violence of their male lovers and friends. 
To give just two examples: I saw a woman on the WAVAW march who 
I knew to be still living with a man who had tried to strangle her, and I 
knew an enthusiastic ‘Porn equals violence against women’ graffitti ar- 
tiste who lived with a man who regularly beat her up. 

The hypocritical behaviour of feminists where ‘male violence’ is con- 
cemed, indicates that their desire to combat this violence is completely 
subordinated to their pathological aversion to pomography. As part of 
their upbringing as ‘decent, respectable, middle-class girls’ feminists have 
had it instilled in them that they should feel shame and disgust towards 
sex and its (mis)representation: pornography. Some feminists must also 
be sexually aroused by this same pomography, forif they were untouched 
by it they would not credit it with having so much power over the minds 
of men. If what passes for ‘pornography’ in this land of draconian cen- 
sorship merely bored or amused feminists (as it does me) they surely 
would not consider it worth fighting against. Feminist literature on fe- 
male sexual fantasies indicates that feminists actually worry over 
whether their fantasies are ‘politically correct’. The debate over Jenny 
Diski’s book Nothing Natural is a case in point. 

Lesbians are also victims of feminists’ fetishism for other people's 
sex lives: ‘particularly in the light of patriarchal ideology which is prem- 
ised on the subordination, the humiliation, and the degradation of wim- 
min, it is not OK for a womon to consent to her own humiliation.’ 
(Sarah Lucia Hoagland: Sadism, Masochism, and Lesbian Feminism, art- 
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Women such as Margaret Thatcher and 


Victoria Gillick are no longer beyond the 
acceptable pale of feminism. 


icle in Against Sadomasochism). Sadomasochism supposedly replicates 
patriarchal relations. I cannot see how, by definition, it is possible to be 
humiliated by anything one consents to. I wonder if it would be accept- 
able to these feminists for a woman to work as a waitress, for example, 
where in the course of her work she would experience numerous at- 
tempts to humiliate her. 

Feminists can only comfortably accept that women engage in what 
‘respectable’ society considers to be ‘deviant’ sexual practises if they 
can believe that these women only do so against their will. This rein- 
forces the ‘woman as victim’ image that makes ‘decent’ people shed 
crocodile tears and denies women the capacity to voluntarily step out- 
side their allocated social roles. The book Pornography and Sexual Viol- 
ence (published by Everywoman), for example, uses statements by 
women who say they were forced into prostitution or into making pom- 
ographic films to imply that women who appear in pornography always 
do so against their will. 

The women who actively choose to work in the sex industry, consid- 
ering it preferable to other forms of paid labour, are irksome thorns in 
the sides of feminists who attack them on two counts. Firstly feminists 
pretend to be ‘concerned’ about the exploitation of female sex industry 
workers. Secondly, and more revealingly, the former accuse the latter 
of betraying other women, of somehow ‘letting the side down’. 

Feminist opposition to the sex industry’s exploitation of women is 
nothing new. In the mid-nineteenth century middle-class women in 
New York threatened to keep vigil at brothels and to publish lists of 
clients’ names. They attacked low wages as a cause of prostitution and 
advocated better employment opportunities for women (perhaps in 
domestic service, where they could provide free sexual services to the 
men of the house, who might then stop frittering away the family 
wealth in houses of ill-repute?) In England in 1858 the Female Mission 
on the Fallen distributed tracts on the streets at night and opened res- 
cue homes. Campaigns in this vein that take place today, such as the 
Reclaim the Night marches, and the campaign to ban Page Three girls, 
have somewhat less of a philanthropic gloss. 

Attacks on the sex industry, in whatever form they take, are merely 
reflections of feminists’ ‘good woman/bad woman’ attitudes, and their 
fears of having the imaginary values that they attach to themselves un- 
dereut by ‘cheaper’ women. In Sexual Politics Kate Millett claims that 
prostitution is motivated either by economic need or a ‘species of psy- 
chological addiction, built on self-hatred through the act of sale by 
which a whore is defined’ (p.123). Whoring is no more or less an act of 
self-hatred than engaging in any other form of paid labour. Underlying 
Millett’s psychological addiction theory are her ‘good woman’s’ feelings 
of revulsion/fascination towards a woman who makes a blatant transac- 
tion out of what the ‘good woman’ has been brought up to hold as 
sacred, dirty, and as something only to be engaged in if the price is right 
(that is, if ‘love’ and emotional/economic security are offered in retum). 
Millett’s disgust for prostitutes is quite evident: ‘only changes in econ- 
omic opportunity, and social and psychological attitudes can work ef- 
fectively toward eliminating prostitution.’ (Sexual Politics, p.122).* 

It is remarkable how sudden feelings of empathy and identification 
with ‘exploited’ women surge up in the breasts of feminists when they 
think of workers in the sex industry: pomography is ‘an assault on 
women, our dignity, our humanness, our personal safety, even our right 
to survive as autonomous individuals.’ (Barbara Rogers: Pornography 
and Sexual Violence, article in Everywoman, February 1988, emphasis 
mine). It is even more remarkable how feminists never identify in this 
way with cleaners, child-minders and factory workers etc., that is, those 


*Millett’s profound ‘respectability’ is revealed more graphically than 
through any possible theorising by her account of how she once stopped 
her car at a police station to ask for directions and the use of the toilet. 
(Flying, pp.47-48) 
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‘hidden’ women who create the material conditions that keep the fem- 
inist in the ‘alternative’ lifestyle to which she has become accustomed. 

The second prong of feminist attack, that women workers in the sex 
industry cause men to regard all women as sex objects, is merely an ex- 
pression of this latter-day Legion of Decency's fear of the 'uncontrol- 
lable lust’ of the lower-classes, and anger at women who ‘make them- 
selves cheap’. In feminist opinion, women in the sex industry differ 
from other types of worker, as their work allegedly causes other women 
to suffer. I have been told by feminists that Page Three girls and their 
ilk are ‘scabs to our sex’, and that they ‘betray other women’. Ironically 
I once posed nude as an artist's model for a feminist who condemned 
Page Three girls for ‘affecting other women, letting them down’. In 
1891 500 prominent women protested the showing of two nudes in the 
Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Art, yet these days feminists do not 
seem to consider art galleries to be breeding grounds for rapists; rather 
itis the mammary-gazing Sun reader who is spot-lighted as a prospective 
sex-attacker. 

The formulation ‘Pom the theory, rape the practice’ suggests that it 
is none other than the feminists themselves who consider women in the 
sex industry to be ‘fair game’. There is no reason to suppose that a 
woman is inviting a sex-attack if she poses naked in public, nor it there 
any reason to suppose that she is causing any other woman to be open 
to sexual attack. In reality feminists fear that as women they themselves 
will be seen to be as cheaply sexually available as they regard Page Three 
girls to be. 

The belief that there is a causal relationship between a woman baring 
parts of her body and sexual attacks on her is nothing new. Those who 
wish to believe that there is a causal relationship between pornography 
and sexual violence can always drum up 'supporting evidence'. Porno- 
graphy will of course be used in court as a ‘contributory factor’ in a 
case of sexual attack if it will in any way serve to reduce the defendant's 
apparent responsibility for his crime. Similarly feminists assume that 
sex-attackers are not quite responsible for their actions by the implica- 
tion that if all pornography were to disappear then sex-attacks would 
diminish. Feminists who believe that the abolition of pornography would 
in any way reduce the incidence of violence against women should spend 
time in countries where pornography is illegal, such as Iran. | lived in 
Franco's Spain where the rape and battery of women was commonplace, 
despite the stringent legal ban on pornography. This would lead the 
thinking person to suspect that the causes of violence against women lie 
in established social attitudes and institutions, such as the Church and 
the Family, rather then in attempted visual or literary depictions-of sex- 
ual activity. 


Killing Floor Blues 
(Kansas City Kitty, 1930) 


"You must be able to despise the people you exploit." 
Jean Rhys: Good Morning, Midnight 


The feminist demand, *a woman's right to work', signifies nothing 
more than her own 'right' to exploit other women (and men) in the 
form of a career. Most women have always had to work and would 
rather have enough money not to. Feminists are being admitted into. 
the lower echelons of the professions although not, of course, at the ex- 
pense of professional men, who merely shuffle up to make room for a 
few more women to enter at the bottom of the ladder. The feminist's 
professional or business career is founded upon the exploitation of the 
labour, services, or artificially created needs of others; these ‘others’ 
being of course more often than not, women. 

The reality of feminist ‘work’ became clear to me upon leaving uni- 
versity when my hitherto passionately ‘anti-capitalist’ feminist contem- 
poraries suddenly launched themselves into frenzied searches for careers. 
They said they had to decide ‘what to do with their lives’, a strange 
notion to me, as I personally would hate to live a life that I had planned 
in advance. They explained to me that they felt that their workless, un- 
structured lives lacked meaning and purpose, and that we should use 
the ‘privilege’ of our education to help others and to make a ‘contribu- 
tion’ to society. Translated into practice, this meant they went off to 
create, and profit from, other people’s misfortunes; ensuring a healthy 
income for themselves as social workers, solicitors, housing co-op 
workers or other type of ‘caring’ or ‘community’ worker. 

My own experience of working for feminist employers brought it 
home to me how the expanding army of ‘community workers’ are 
merely pernicious hypocrites who make a display of condemining cap- 
italism, sexism, racism, and heterosexism in order to effectively disguise 
the fact that they are profiting nicely from the exploitation of their 
own employees. 

Personally, I was never so intimidated by life that I felt the need for 
the spurious ‘security’ of a career. Unfortunately impecuniousness 
makes it necessary for me to take various forms of part-time work, for I 
know it to be a mistake to let myself become financially dependent on 
a male friend. I resent the time wasted in working, and find it frustrating 
to be told how to do things by ‘superiors’ invariably more stupid than 
myself. It suits me to work intermittently as a cleaner as this requires 
less pretence than other forms of work. Even the most psychologically 
insecure of employers does not expect a great display of enthusiasm for 
scrubbing toilets, Staff, unless they are other ‘menials’, assume that as a 
cleaner I’m too lowly and thick to converse with so apart from receiving 
a few patronising remarks, I’m thankfully left alone to entertain myself 
with my own thoughts. 

The worst employers I’ve had in ten years were the most ‘politically 
correct’: a Print Workers’ Cooperative producing literature for womens’, 
black, gay, and community groups. They were of course committed to 
the usual panoply of ‘anti-’ policies. Usually when cleaning one is left to 
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The "socialist feminism" of the 1970s is 
virtually obsolete, which is hardly 
surprising consisting as it did of yet 


another bunch of leadership fetishists 
making a career out of telling the middle 
classes what the working class should 
do. 


get on with the job and paid afterwards providing the work is satisfac- 
tory. Here one of the office workers made it his business to covertly 
time me to see if I worked the exact amount of time I was being paid 
for. When he told a ‘collective meeting’ (collective bar the cleaner) that 
I had been finishing more quickly than the time originally estimated 
(that is, I had not been spinning out the job for as long as possible) it 
was decided to cut my wages by a quarter. One of the printers told me 
what had happened (for which he got a dressing-down later, as he had 
not been the person ‘delegated’ to inform me of my wage-cut). Fore- 
wamed, I protested in front of as many of the ‘collective’ as possible. 
My unexpected lack of docility angered and embarrassed them: I was 
told I was ‘over-reacting’, and that ‘it was ridiculous to suggest that 
they were doing any sort of time and motion study on me’ (this from 
my 'anti-sexist" timekeeper). My printer ally overheard a feminist col- 
league mutter: ‘who does she think she is, shouting her mouth off like 
that, laying down her terms of employment?’ They were unable to re- 
duce my wages but got around this by sacking me after my trial period 
was up ‘for reasons of economy’. 

As I learned from this experience, feminists wear their politics as 
armour against criticism. Whether they work in women-only ventures, 
such as a ‘women’s hotel’ (how much do they pay their chambermaids 
1 wonder?), or in mixed concerns, feminists and their male counter- 
parts are adept at dismissing the protests of those they mistreat as being 
‘sexist’ or politically backward. For example a housing co-op in my area 
threw someone out of its meetings for using the work ‘cunt’, alleging 
that this word was oppressive to the women present. This same co-op 
called in police to evict squatters from flats they wished to take over. I 
pointed out to a member of the co-op that under the pretence of ‘help- 
ing the homeless’ they were displacing locals to enable their middle-class 
selves to live at low rent in fashionable inner-city areas until they had 
advanced sufficiently far in their careers to be able to pay off a mortgage. 
The 'anti-sexist" co-op worker's reply was that the squatters were *un- 
desirables’, some of them being prostitutes, and that I was in need of a 
better understanding of feminism. Ironically, this last remark was of 
course, only too true. 

The most fraudulent aspect of feminism is that it pretends that work 
done by feminists is of benefit to women in general, that it is somehow 
non-exploitative. This is merely the same false reasoning as the ‘trickle- 
down theory’ of conventional capitalists, who mask the fact that the 
labour of others is making them rich by pretending that their increased 
wealth will create benefits for their workforce. Feminists like to believe 
that they are somehow blazing a trail through a ‘male’ world for other 
women to follow. I think this is what they mean when they refer to 
‘strong’ women; an insidiously elitist characterisation I always felt, as it 
implies that other women are somehow ‘weak’. and thus inferior. 

The psychological relationship between a feminist and her female 
employees will necessarily be one of hatred and fear, like all employer/ 
employee relationships, although this is often disguised as loyalty and 
patronisation, Employers may show how much they despise their em- 
ployees; trouble starts when the latter make it clear that the feeling is 
mutual. In some industries, usually those with a strongly unionised, pre- 
dominantly male workforce, the reciprocal hatred may be very evident. 
In the service sector, (the main employer of women) workers are paid 
to remain ‘nice’ in the face of the most extreme provocation from their 
‘superiors’. When a feminist employs another woman she can gloss over 
the inherently antagonistic nature of their relationship by making out 
that true oppression in this society is that of men over women. 

Businesses are coming to realise the potential advantages of employ- 
ing women in lower managerial positions; the idea being that a stroppy 
worker will back down in confusion when confronted by a woman well- 
versed in the art of disguising threats with conciliatory euphemisms. 
Feminists have long been advocating the use of ‘assertion not aggression’ 
as an effective way of disarming an oponent. The £90 cost of ‘Assertive- 
ness Training Weekends’ (City Limits, January 1988) indicates the sort 
of women this training is designed for. The price is of course prohibitive 
to charwomen and bus-conductresses as the aim of the course is to teach 
feminists how to control other women (and men) more effectively. 

When working-class women are not directly contributing their labour 
and services to feminists’ career advancement they are helping to create 
the surplus wealth that finances such quangos as Council Women’s Com- 
mittees, bodies that are mainly of benefit to those women who run 
them. 

The construct of ‘patriarchy’ gives theoretical justification to femin- 
ists’ exploitation of other women, minimising as it does the importance 
of class differences between women. Thus working-class women have 
their existences theorised away. I was once rendered speechless by a 
‘political dyke’ telling me that I was using ‘male language’ by talking in 
terms of class (I’ve noticed that the most theoretically bankrupt femin- 
ists employ the habit of dismissing anything they do not like as being 
‘male’, or women they do not like as being *male-identified".) 

In 1976 Evelyn Tension wrote an incisive polemical essay on the 
domination of the women’s movement by middle-class women. In You 
don’t need a degree to read the writing on the wall she said: ‘middle- 


class women are doing their level best to make sure this middle-class 
movement stays that way. . . Women, no more than men, will not give 
up their power unless they are forced to.’ Twelve years on there is vir- 
tually no pretence left that the women’s movement is anything other 
than middle-class. That this is so is of course assumed to be the fault of 
working-class women themselves, perhaps as a result of their unfortunate 
lack of education, that might have heightened their ‘awareness’ or ‘con- 
sciousness’. Millett expresses the general feminist belief in the inability 
of working-class women to do anything for themselves, when she argues 
that “their work is so unremunerative that, unlike more prestigious forms 
of employment for women, it fails to threaten patriarchy financially or 
psychologically’ (Sexual Politics p.41). This logic would make Mrs. 
Thatcher Britain’s foremost feminist. 

The feminist trajectory of rebellion confines itself to reforms within 
the overall system (‘separatist’ feminists not excepted). When Olive 
Banks says that ‘The preponderance of middle-class women in the fem- 


inist movement should not, in itself, occasion any particular surprise. . 


They alone had the education and political skills necessary for rebellion.’ 
(Faces of Feminism, p.7) she ignores all the truly rebellious women in 
history. Rebellion is only countenanced by feminists when they feel 
they are in control of it. This includes trying to control working-class 
women under some sort of philanthropical guise. Many early feminists 
had close links with the temperance and moral reform movements, and 
they were certainly concerned over the breeding habits of the poor. As 
Greer notes: ‘Stopes and Sanger and Mrs. McCormick and all the birth 
controllers in history (were) convinced that the poor were multiplying 
too fast.’ (Sex and Destiny p.139). 

Nowadays feminists simply prefer to ignore the existence of women 
of the working-classes. The ‘socialist feminism’ of the 1970s is virtually 
obsolete, which is hardly surprising consisting as it did of yet another 
bunch of leadership fetishists making a career out of telling the middle- 
classes what the working-class should do. Occasionally, the rebellion of 
working-class women, such as the miners’ wives, is so forceful.that fem- 
inists cannot very well go on ignoring them. The result is that the latter 
rush to make political capital out of the former by turning them into 
the subjects of articles, books, and photo exhibitions. 

Feminists, along with their middle-class brothers, make a display of 
‘sympathy’ and 'concern' in order to hide their unshakeable fear and 
loathing of the poor. Much of what feminists denounce for being ‘sexist’ 
is nothing more than the normal language and behaviour of the working- 
class, (as, for example, they attack men for being patronising for using 
the words ‘love’, ‘darling’, ‘girl’, or ‘bird’.) 

Feminists exploit, ignore, and patronise working-class women because 
at heart they believe them to be stupid, vulgar and frightening creatures. 


Love Lies Bleeding is anew pamphletby Claudia which critiques feminist analysis 
of violence and offers her own (see address in introduction), 


Feminists disguise their hatred of other women with the pretence 
that their movement is a struggle on behalf of all women against their 
oppression by all men. If more women do not join the women’s move- 
ment it is assumed that they are too cowed, too entrenched in their ac- 
ceptance of male domination to do so. In reality, it is feminists them- 
selves who regard certain women as profoundly ‘antifeminist’. Femin- 
ists concentrate much of their venom on the sex industry, while writing 
off certain women as ‘privileged’ for having been bom into the sort of 
wealth and power that feminists seek to attain for themselves, largely 
through the exploitation of working-class women. Feminists are no rev- 
olutionaries; they are simply members of that class of "respectable" 
women who have always despised and exploited the working-class, re- 
sented ladies of leisure, and felt threatened by ladies of “easy virtue". 


17 


MILITANCY: The Highest 


Stage of Alienation 


by l'Organisation des Jeunes Travailleurs Révolutionnaires 


INTRODUCTION 


Worthwhile texts on political organizations, and 
on their ideology — militancy — are few and far 
between. Camatte’s On Organization (1) probably 
remains the best, and also well worth a look is a 
short but incisive text by Interrogations (2). Another 
very brief text, “Perceptions on Militancy", from 
the one-off journal Diseease, is being reprinted in 
this issue of Demolition Derby. Compared to those 
just mentioned, the following text, which dates 
from the mid-seventies, is frequently problematic. 
But if its inaccurate predictions (the “collapse of 
religions", etc.), reactionary belief in the “progress 
... of technology” and traditional Marxist categories 
and phraseology often make one wince, for every 
miss here there is at least one direct hit. Well cap- 
tured, above all, is the atmosphere of this milieu — 
“the boredom that militants naturally secrete", as 
the authors put it. And 15 years later, in the stifling 
and sterile world of the militants, little if anything 
seems to have changed. In Canada, if the 2000- 
member Maoist organizations (the Communist 
Workers’ Party, In Struggle) have disappeared from 
the face of the earth, the same misery continues to 
reign in the organizations which remain and the 
new ones that have appeared, almost precisely as it 
is described here, 

Some, no doubt, will object to the strong lan- 
guage employed here at times, or to lumping anar- 
chist organizations in with the Leninist grab bag. 
But the similarities between the organizations, in 
effect, always far outweigh apparent differences in 
political philosophy. They are all, as E.B. Maple 
succinetly put it in the context of a recent attempt 
to float a new North American anarchist organiza- 
tion, “bureaucratic playpens for those enchanted 
with the trappings of power: titles, offices, resolu- 
tions, programs, rules, etc.” 

Demolition Derby, then, disagrees completely 
with the authors’ assertion that the “critique of 
militancy is inseparable from the construction of 
revolutionary organizations.” Despite their claim 
of not putting themselves “outside of this critique”, 


organizations advocating councilism have been 
essentially indistinguishable from the militant ones 
they critique. Organizations such as the Interna- 
tional Communist Current (ICC), which was just 
forming at the time this critique was written, for 
example, almost perfectly reproduce what is 
described here. As well, the history of the councils 
themselves has not exactly been encouraging, 
Since they usually appear completely irrelevant, 
it's tempting to simply ignore the groupuscules. 
But their ability to wreak havoc should not be 
underestimated, as the activities of groups such as 
Militant or the Socialist Workers Party in Britain or 
the Maoist Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP) 
in the United States attest. Despite the feigned 
modesty some of them cultivate, each of them fer- 
vently believes that it should play a decisive role in. 
the revolution, and for now, on the infrequent 


occasions that something of interest does take place 


in the streets, they inevitably descend like vultures 
with their tracts, banners, and megaphones, jockey- 
ing for position, elbowing the competition, and 
generally taking up too much space. When and if a 
movement of opposition to the present reign of 
alienation begins to grow, they will probably be 
expanding as well, and will become all the more 
dangerous. 

If the simplistic programs and militant bric-a- 
brac offered by the groupuscules offer the reassur- 
ing structures apparently needed by some, 
ultimately they are only a reminder that revolution 
is an adventure into the unknown for which there 
isno blueprint. And as opposed to being part of any 
solution, by now the groupuscules are clearly part 
of the problem. 


Michael William 
(1) available from: Fifth Estate, P.O. Box 02548, 
Detroit, MI 48202, USA 


(2) appeared in Anarchy, c/o CAL, P.O. Box 1446, 
Columbia, MO 65205-1446, USA 


Following the occupations movement of May 
1968, we saw an ensemble of small organizations 
advocating Trotskyism, Maoism and anarchism 
develop to the left of the Communist Party and the 
CGT (1). Despite the small percentage of workers 
who have joined their ranks, they claim to fight the 
traditional organizations for control of the working 
class, whose vanguard they proclaim to be. 

The ridiculousness of their pretensions might 
make one laugh, but laughing about it is not 
enough. We must go further and understand why 
the modern world produces these extremist 
bureaucracies, and tear off the mask of their 
ideologies to uncover their true historical role. 
Revolutionaries must distance themselves from 
leftist organizations as much as possible and show 
that far from threatening the order of the old world, 
the activity of these groups can only lead, at best, 
to its reconditioning. Beginning to criticize them is 
to pave the way for the revolutionary movement, 
which must destroy them or face being destroyed 
by them. 

The first temptation that comes to mind is to 
attack their ideologies, to show how archaic or 
exotic they are (from Lenin to Mao) and to reveal 
the contempt for the masses that hides behind their 
demagogy. But this would quickly become tedious 
if we consider that there are a multitude of organi- 
zations and tendencies and that they are all bent on 
asserting their little ideological originality. On the 
other hand, this would mean placing ourselves on 
their terrain. More than their ideas, it is advisable 
to attack the activity they deploy in the “service of 
their ideas": MILITANCY. 

If we attack militancy as a whole, it is not 
because we deny the differences that exist between 
the activity of the various organizations. But we 
think that despite, and even because of their impor- 
tance, these differences cannot be properly 
explained if we do not go to the root of militancy. 
The various ways of militating are only different 
responses to the same fundamental contradiction 
to which none of them possesses the solution, 

In arriving at the decision to base our critique on 
the militant’s activity, we are not underestimating 
the importance of ideas in militancy, It is simply 
that, beginning from the moment when these ideas 
are proclaimed and not connected to activity, it is 
important to know what they hide. We will show 
the gap between the two, connect ideas to activity, 
and reveal the impact of activity on ideas: seeking 
the liar's reality behind the lie in order to under- 
stand the reality of the lie. 

If the critique and condemnation of militan 
an indispensable task for revolutionary. c 
can only be done from the revolution’s viewpoint. 
Bourgeois ideologues can call militants dangerous 
hooligans, manipulated idealists, advise them to 


t 


spend their time working or at Club Med; they 
cannot attack militancy in depth because that 
would mean revealing the poverty of all the 
activities allowed by modern society. We are not 
hiding our bias; our critique will not be “objective 
and valid from all points of view”. 

This critique of militancy is inseparable from the 
construction of revolutionary organizations; not 
only because militants’ organizations must be 
fought unceasingly, but also because the struggle 
against the tendency toward militancy must be 
carried out within revolutionary organizations 
themselves. This will Perce ly occur because 
these organizations, at least at the beginning, risk 
being formed, to a not insignificant cients ef old 
“reformed” militants, but also because militancy is 
based on the alienation experienced by all of us. 
Alienation is not eliminated with the touch of a 
magic wand, and militancy is the specific trap the 
old world lays for revolutionaries. 

What we say about militants is harsh and 
without appeal. In effect, we are not ready for any 
compromise with them; they are not mistaken 
revolutionaries or semi-revolutionaries but people 
who remain outside the revolution. But this in no 
way means that (1) we place ourselves outside this 
critique; if we insist on being clear and plain, it is 
first of all with respect to ourselves; and that (2) we 
condemn the militant as an individual, and make 
this condemnation a matter of morality. It is not a 
question of relapsing into the separation of good 
and bad people. We do not underestimate the 
temptation of: “The more! rail against militants, the 
more I prove that I am not one, and the more I 
shelter myself from criticism!” 


Masochism 


Let us make an effort to overcome the boredom 
militants naturally secrete. Let us not be satisfied 
with deciphering the phraseology of their flyers 
and discussions. Let us ask them about the reasons 
that drove them, personally, to militate. There is no 
question more embarrassing for a militant. At 
worst, they will go into unending chatter about the 
horror of capitalism, the poverty of children in the 
Third World, fragmentation bombs, rising prices, 
repression ... At best, they will explain that, having 
suddenly become conscious — they are very much 
in favour of this “sudden consciousness” — of the 
true nature of capitalism, they decided to struggle 
fora better work , for socialism (true socialism; not 
the other kind). Filled with enthusiasm by these 
exhilarating prospects, they were unable to resist 
the desire to throw themselves at the handle of the 
nearest duplicating machine. Let us try to look at 
the matter more thoroughly and turn our attention 
not to what they say, but to the way they live. 

There is an enormous contradiction between 
what they claim to desire and the poverty and 
ineffectiveness of What they do. The effort they 
burden themselves with and the dose of boredom 
they are able to put up with leaves no room for 
doubt: these people are masochists first and 
foremost. Not only, judging by their activity, are we 
unable to believe they sincerely desire a better life, 
but in addition their masochism shows no 
originality at all. If certain perverse people deploy 
an imagination which is unaware of the poverty of 
the old world’s rules, this is not the case with 
militants! Within their organization they accept 
hierarchy and the little leaders they claim to want 
torid society of, and the energy they spontaneously 
expend models itself on the form of work. For 
militants are the kind of people for whom eight or 
nine hours of daily degradation are not enough. 

When militants try to justify themselves, they 
only succeed in showing their lack of imagination. 
They cannot imagine something different; a form of 
activity other than what presently exists. For them, 
the division between what is serious and what is 
funny, between means and ends, is not connected 
to a given epoch. These categories are eternal and 
cannot be exceeded: one cannot be happy later 
unless one sacrifices now, The unrewarded 


PERCEPTIONS ON 


MILITANCY 


Is it any mere coincidence that militants of any 
political allegiance act like soldiers? They are stri- 
dent and determined, and for some reason the 
situation is for them so urgent that they head out 
into the field of combat without the patience or 
responsibility to question a few more assumptions. 
They may show remarkable innovation and 
strength in combat, but many of their movements 
follow blindly from the orders of their command- 
ing officers. 


* * * 


There area few dedicated, disciplined people at 
General Head. They have the Master Plan 
and it is their duty to study the overall picture, to 
coordinate precisely all the components of the 
struggleand to maintain its 7. Theirs is not to 
engage in fighting, at least not openly or not 
without dignity. How rarely a theoretician moves 
to where hecklers might embarrass him/her. 


* * * 


For every militant, even the anarchist militant, 
there is a hierarchy in the revolutionary struggle. 
There is a division of labour, a specialization; those 
who engage in the thousands of details that con- 
Stitute the battle, and those who stay behind the 
lines, intersecting the events, collating the details 
into the thesis of the Master Plan. To the latter has 
been given the task to work at length on all the 
questions that the soldiers have no time for. Thus 
they become too valuable for battle. 


* * * 


The soldiers are and always have been, even in 
previous times of revolution, members of an infini- 
tesimal army, for whenever they act, they act alone. 
Even when the streets are filled with people con- 
temptuous of the old order, the militants act alone 
because they are infatuated by the order of their 
revolutionary organization, which at that point is 
made visibly out of date by the unpredictable 
power of the multitude of insurgents. Even when 
the streets are quieted by the “revolutionary organ- 
ization” come to power, the militants act alone 
because they are now the ruling minority. Yet in 
order to act at all they must convince themselves 
that all the masses belong to their army. 


* * * 


processions for El Salvador, references to the sacred 
texts of Marxism-Leninism and the cult of symbols 
(red flags). Don't political churches also have their 
pem their high priests, their converts, their 

eresies, their schisms, their practicing militants 
and their non-practicing sympathizers! But revolu- 
tionary militancy is merely a parody of religion. 
The richness, the insanity, the excessiveness of 
religious projects escapes it: it would like to be 
serious; it would like to be reasonable; it believes it 
can win, in exchange, a paradise on earth. It is not 
even granted this. Jesus Christ comes to life again 
and rises to heaven; Lenin rots in Red Square. 

If the militant can be grouped with the believer 
as far as the candidness of his illusions are con- 
cerned, it is advisable to consider him in a com- 
pletely different way with respect to his real 
activity. The sacrifice of the Carmelite who impris- 
ons herself to pray for the salvation of souls has 


Militants are the kind of people for whom eight or nine 


hours of daily degradation are not enough. 


sacrifices of millions of working-class militants, of 
the generations of the Stalinist epoch, don’t make 
any wheels turn in their little heads. They do not 
see that the means determine the ends, and that by 
agreeing to sacrifice themselves today, they are 
Preparing the sacrifices of tomorrow. 

One can’t help but be struck by the innumerable 
resemblances that connect militancy and religious 
activity. We rediscover the same psychological 
attitudes: a spirit of sacrifice, but also the intran- 
sigence, a will to convert, a spirit of submission. 
These resemblances extend to the sphere of rites 
and ceremonies: sermons on unemployment, 


very limited repercussions on social reality. The 
militant is a completely different matter. His 
sacrifice may result in unfortunate consequences 
for the whole of society. 


The Desire for Promotion 


The militant often speaks of the masses, His 
actions are centred around them. It is a question of 
convincing them, of making them “become con- 
scious”. And yet the militant is separated from the 
masses and their possibilities of revolt. And this is 
the case because he is separated from his own desires. 

The militant feels the absurdity of the existence 


If the soldiers act alone, then the generals are 
even more alone. If the soldiers’ direct experiences 
of battle are filtered to the colour of their organiza- 
tional allegiance, then the experience of the 
generals is even more removed from reality. Access 
to data, thinking and dialogue are ways in which 
people propel history forward, but the experience of 
the contradictions in life that give rise to the need 
to fight, to live more fully, to develop a more heal- 
thy society — that experience means quite a dif- 
ferent propulsion. The generals, no matter how 
perceptive or how humble they are, cannot 
this experience in an absolute way. The sounds of 
the shells exploding and the brightness of the fac- 
tories burning may be evident at their Head- 
quarters, but the experience will be no more 
profound than that generated by a newsreel. 


+ * * 


It goes without saying that discipline is a neces- 
sary characteristic of the militant. This is just as 
obvious as the fact of discipline in any production 
Process involving a division of labour, The parts are 
not kept functioning together out of a mutual com- 
prehension of the total process, but instead abdicate 


-their comprehension to the leaders, those who have 


the time to develop that special knowledge. Thus, 
the of the individual to innovate, to transcend 
hisor dc own partial function is kept in regulation 
by the need for approval from the General Head- 
quarters. It is not a matter of a boss controlling the 
activity of a worker; the discipline of both the 
enerals and the soldiers is no longer a relationship 
tween people; it can no longer be described as. 
either exploitation of one by another nor as 
cooperation between two people as specialists, or 
any other such euphemism. Especially in the most 
liberatory of militant organizations this discipline 
isa submission of people to a system, an abstract but 
reified body of artificial morals, rules, filters, boxes; 
the more defined it becomes, the more calcified it 
is, the more effectively dead it is, a burden on the 
shoulders of its adherents, In this way the militant 
organization becomes as repressive of human (or 
animal or natural) spontaneous, creative actions as 
the society they purport to wage war against. 


From Dis«ease 
(Diseease is an excellent one-off which was put out 


by some anti-authoritarians in Ontario. Drop a card 
to Demolition Derby if you'd like a copy), 


that is imposed on us. By “deciding” to militate, he 
tries to provide a solution to the gulf that exists 
between his desires and what is really possible for 
him to live. It is a reaction to his proletarianization, 
to the misery of his life. But he chooses a dead end. 

Though unsatisfied, the militant remains unable 
to recognize and confront his desires. HE IS 
ASHAMED OF THEM. This leads him to replace 
promoting his desires with the desire for his 
promotion. But the guilt feelings he harbours are 
Such that he cannot entertain a hierarchical promo- 
tion within the framework of the system; or rather, 
he is ready to struggle for a ition if at the 
same time heis guaranteed duc gum for himself. 
His militancy allows him to elevate himself, to put 
himself on a pedestal, without this promotion 
appearing to others and to himself for what it is. 
(After all, the Pope himself is also only the servant 
of the servants of Godl). 

Serving one's desires cannot in any way be 
reduced to hiding in one's shell, and has nothing to 
do with petit-bourgeois individualism. Quite to the 
contrary, it can only proceed through the destruc- 
tion of the shell of egoism that bourgeois society 
confines us in, and the development of a true class 
solidarity. The militant who claims to serve the 
proletariat ("The workers areour masters," Geismar 
used to say) only serves the idea he has of the 
proletariat’s interests. Thus, through what only 
seems to be a paradox, by truly serving oneself one 
ends up truly helping others, and on a class basis; 
and by ing others one ends tecting a 
penapi Aia position. M 

Militating does not mean clinging to the trans- 
formation of one’s everyday life; it does not mean 
revolting directly against what oppresses us; on the 
contrary, it means fleeing this terrain. This terrain, 
though, is the only revolutionary one, provided one 
knows that one’s daily life is colonized by capital 
and governed by the laws of commodity produc- 
tion. By becoming politicized, the militant is look- 
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ing for a role that puts him above the masses. That 
this “above” takes the appearance of “vanguar- 
dism” or “educationism” in no way changes the 
matter, He is already no longer the proletarian who 
has nothing to lose but his illusions; he has a role to 
defend. In a revolutionary period, when all roles 
crack under the thrust of the desire to live without 
constraints, the role of “conscious revolutionary” is 
the one that survives best. 

By militating, he gives weight to his own exist- 
ence; his life finds a meaning again. He does not 
find this meaning in himself, in the reality of his 
subjectivity, but in submission to external neces- 
sities. Just as at work, he is bound by a goal and 
rules that escape him; by militating, he obeys “his- 
torical necessities”. 

Clearly, one cannot put all militants in the same 
category. Not all of them are affected as seriously 
as this. Among them one finds a few naive people 
who, not knowing how to take advantage of their 
leisure time, driven by loneliness and fooled by 
revolutionary phraseology, have gone astray; they 
will seize any pretext for leaving. Purchasing a 
television, meeting a kindred soul and the need to 
do overtime to pay for the car decimate the ranks 
of the army of militants! 

The reasons that drive people to militate do not 
date from today. On the whole they are the same for 
trade union, Catholic and revolutionary militants. 


EEE EEE a A A A O S 


charge of the transformation of society as a whole 
allows one to spare oneself the transformation of 
one’s own condition and personal illusions. 

In the working class, trade-unionism has a 
quasi-monopoly on militancy; it ensures immedi- 
ate satisfaction for the militant and a position 
whose advantages can be measured concretely. The 
worker tempted by militancy will probably turn to 
trade-unionism. Even anti-union action commit- 
tees have a tendency to become a new kind of 
trade-unionism. For working-class militants, 
political activity is only an extension of union 
activity. Workers, and particularly younger 
workers, are little tempted by militancy because 
they are the most lucid proletarians as far as the 
poverty of their work and their lives in general are 
concerned. Already little tempted by trade- 
unionism as a group, they are even less so by left- 
ism, with its nebulous advantages. 

Having said this, when the reign of commodities 
and consumption crumbles in the revolutionary 
upheaval, trade-unionism, whose importance is 
based on making demands, will be ready to take up 
revolutionary militancy in order to survive. It will 
renew the most extremist slogans and, as a result, 
will be much more dangerous than the leftist 
groups. Have we not already seen the CFDT, in the 
wake of May ‘68, mixing the word self-manage- 
ment in with its neo-bureaucratic gibberish? 


produces and reproduces capital and capitalist 
production relations. Militancy is only a minor 
activity for it. If the result of work and the efficiency 
of work cannot, by definition, be measured by the 
worker’s satisfaction, they have the advantage of 
being economically measurable, Commodity 
production creates its standards and instruments of 
measurement by means of money and profit. It has 
its own logic and rationality, which it imposes on 
the producer and the consumer. On the contrary, 
militancy’s efficiency, “the progress of the revolu- 
tion”, has not yet found its instruments of measure- 
ment. Control of them escapes the militants and 
their leaders. Assuming, of course, that the latter 
still care about the revolution! They are reduced, 
then, to keeping track of the material produced and 
distributed, recruitment and actions carried out, 
which obviously never measure what they claim to 
measure. Quite naturally, they wind up consider- 
ing what is measurable as an end in itself. Imagine 
a capitalist who, unable to find the means to 
evaluate the value of his output, decided to fall back 
on measuring the quantity of oil consumed by his 
machines. Very quickly, under the pressure of con- 
scientious foremen, the workers would empty oil 
into the gutter to improve ... production. Unable to 
pursue its declared goal, militancy only apes work. 

Making a conscientious effort to imitate work, 
militants are poorly placed to understand the 
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The reappearance of a mass revolutionary mili- 
tancy is linked to the current crisis of commodity 
societies and the return of the old revolutionary 
mole. The possibility of a social revolution appears 
serious enough for militants to back it. The whole 
edifice is strengthened by the collapse of religions. 

Capitalism no longer needs systems of religious 
compensation. Having reached maturity, it does 
not have to offer a supplement of happiness in the 
next world, but all the happiness on earth through 
the ostentatious consumption of its material, cul- 
tural and spiritual commodities (metaphysical 
anguish sells!). Eclipsed by history, religions and 
their followers can only get involved in social 
activity or ... Maoism. 

Leftist militancy essentially affects social 
categories undergoing accelerated proletarianiza- 
tion — students, teachers, socio-educational per- 
sonnel, etc., who don’t have the possibility of 
struggling concretely for short-term advantages, 
and for whom becoming truly revolutionary 
implies a very profound self-examination. The 
worker is much less an accomplice of his social role 
than the student or the educator. For the latter two, 
militating is a compromise solution which allows 
them to shore up their shaky social role. In mili- 
tancy, they rediscover a personal importance that 
the degradation of their social position refused 
them. Calling oneself a revolutionary and taking 
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Political Work 


The militant will devote the “free time” left him 
by his professional or scholastic obligations to what 
he himself calls “political work”. Flyers must be 
printed and distributed, posters made and put up, 
meetings held, contacts made and demonstrations 
prepared ... But this or that activity considered in 
isolation is not enough to characterize militant 
work. The mere act of writing a flyer for the pur- 
pose of printing and distributing it cannot be con- 
sidered a militant act in itself. If it is militant, it is 
because it fits into an activity that has a particular 
logic. 

Tt is because the militants activity is not the 
prolongation of his desires, because it obeys a logic 
that is external to him, that it approximates work. 
Just as the worker does not work for himself, the 
militant does not militate for himself. The result of 
his activity, then, cannot be measured by the 
pleasure he derives from it. It will be measured 
according to the number of hours spent and the 
number of flyers distributed. tition and 
routine dominate the militant's life. The separation 
between decision making and carrying out tasks 
strengthens the militants civil-servant aspect. - 

But if militancy comes close to being work, it 
cannot be put in the same category. Work is the 
activity on which the dominant world is based; it 


perspectives opened up, on one hand, by an 
increasingly widespread contempt for all con- 
straints, and on the other by progress in knowledge 
and technology. The most intelligent of them side 
with the ideologues of the modernist bourgeoisie, 
demanding that working hours be reduced or that 
repugnant activity be humanized. Whether in the 
name of capital or the revolution, all of these people 
prove that they are incapable of seeing beyond the 
separation between work-time and leisure-time, 
between activity devoted to production and activ- 
ity devoted to consumption. 

If we are forced to work, the cause is nota natural 
one; it is social. Work and class society go together. 
The master wants to see the slave produce because 
only whatis produced can be appropriated. Thejoy 
and pleasure we derive froma given activity cannot 
be capitalized, accumulated and translated into 
money by the capitalist, so he couldn’t care less. 
When we work, we are entirely subjected to an 
external authority and law; our only raison d'étre 
is what we produce. All factories are rackets in 
which our sweat and lives are sucked up in order 
to transform them into commodities. 

Time spent working is time during which we 
must not directly satisfy our desires, but sacrifice 
them while awaiting a subsequent compensation; 
the wage. It is the exact opposite of play, where the 
development and rhythm of what we do is 


governed by the pleasure it gives us. In emancipat- 
ing itself, the proletariat will abolish work. The 
production of the foodstuffs needed for our biologi- 
cal survival will then no longer be anything except 
the pretext for the liberation of our passions. 
Meetingitis 

A significant characteristic of militancy is the 
time spentin meetings. Let's leaveaside the debates 
devoted to overall strategy: how our comrades in 
Bolivia are doing, when we can expect the next 
world economic crisis, is the construction of the 
revolutionary party advancing? ... Let's be satisfied 
with looking closer at meetings concerned with 
"everyday work". It is here, perhaps, that the 
poverty of militancy is displayed best. Apart from 
à few desperate cases, itants themselves com- 
plain about the number of "meetings that go 
nowhere". Even if militants enjoy each others' com- 
pany, they cannotavoid suffering from the obvious 
contradiction between their willingness to act, on 
the one hand, and the time lost in useless discus- 
sions and endless debates on the other. They are 
condemned to remain in an impasse because 
“meetingitis” is blamed without seeing that it is 
militancy in its entirety which is called into ques- 
tion. The only way to eliminate meetingitis would 
be to escape into an activism which is less and less 
in touch with reality. 

WHAT IS TO BE DONE? HOW SHALL WE 
ORGANIZE? These are the ig which under- 
lie and cause meetings. Well, these questions can 
never be settled; they are never closer to a solution 
because when militants ask them to each other, they 
ask them as though they were separated from their 
lives. The answer is not at the meeting because the 
question is not asked by someone who has the 
concrete answer. The militants can meet for hours 
and rack their brains; that will not make the practi- 
cal basis that the ideas lack appear. While these 
questions are trifles for the revolutionary 
proletariat, because for it the problems of action 
and organization are faced concretely and are part 
of its struggle, for militants they become the PROB- 
LEM. Meetingitis is a necessary complement to 
activism. In fact, the problem posed is always the 
following: How can one unite with the mass move- 
ment while staying te from it at the same 
time? The solution to this dilemma is either really 
uniting with the masses by rediscovering the reality 
of one's own desires and the possibilities of realiz- 
ing them, or strengthening one's power as a 
militant by siding with the old world against the 
proletariat. Wildcat strikes demonstrate that there 
are risks in doing this! 

In its relations with the masses, militancy 
reproduces its internal defects, notably its tendency 
toward meetingitis. People are assembled and 
counted. For some varieties, like the AJS, showing 
and counting themselves even becomes the summit 
of action! 

These questions of action and organization, 
already separated from the real movement, find 
themselves mechanically separated from each 
other. Leftism’s various orientations make this 
separation a concrete one. On one hand, with the 
Maoists and the ex-GP we find an action focus, and 
on the other, with the Trotskyists and the Ligue 
communiste, an organization focus. Either action or 
organization are fetishized in order to get out of the 
impasse militancy has mired itself in by separating 
itself from the masses, Each one protects its specific 
idiocy by sneering at the orientation of competing 
groups. 


Bureaucracy 


Militant organizations are all hierarchical. Some 
organizations not only don't hide it but even seem 
to havea tendency to boast about it instead. Others 
are content to talk about it as little as possible. 
Finally, some small groups try to deny it. In the 
same way that they reproduce, or rather ape work, 
militant organizations need "bosses". Unable to 
build their unity beginning from their concrete 
problems, militants are naturally inclined to con- 
sider that the unification of decisions can only 
result from the existence of a leadership. They can’t 
imagine that shared truth can arise from people's 
individual willingness to get out of a shitty situa- 
tion; ithas to be weighed and imposed from above. 
As a result, the revolution inevitably appears to 
them as a clash between two hierarchical State 
apparatuses, one bourgeois and the other 
proletarian. 

They know nothing about bureaucracy, about its 
autonomy and the way it resolves its internal con- 
tradictions. The rank-and-file militant naively 
believes that conflicts between leaders can be 
reduced to conflicts of ideas, and that when he is 
told there is unity, there is in fact unity. His great 
pride is to have been able to discern the organiza- 
tion or tendency possessing THE right leadership. 
By joining this or that church he adopts a system of 
ideas as one puts on a costume. Having verified 
none of its basic positions, he is ready to defend all 
their consequences and to respond to any objec- 


tions with an unbelievable dogmatism. At a time 
when priests are torn apart by spiritual crises, the 
militant preserves the faith. 

Forced to take into account the increasingly 
widespread contempt for all forms of authority, 
militancy has produced new kinds of offspring. 
Some organizations pretend they are not organiza- 
tions, and above all, hide their leadership. The 
bureaucrats hide in order to better pull the strings. 

Some traditional organizations try to install per- 
manent or non-permanent parallel forms of organ- 
ization. They hope, in the name of “proletarian 
autonomy”, to recuperate or at least influence 
people who might otherwise have escaped them. 
Red Aid, the Organization of Young Revolutionary 
Workers (OJTR) and the Worker-Peasant Assem- 
blies of the Unified Socialist Party (PSU) can be 
mentioned ... In the same way, some independent 
newspapers or satellites of organizations claim to 
express only the viewpoint of the revolutionary 
masses or autonomous rank-and-file groups. 
Cahiers de Mai, Le Technique en Lutte, L'Outil des 
Travailleurs can be mentioned ... When they refuse 
to pose problems of organization and theory clearly 
on the pretext that the time for the construction of 
the revolutionary party hasn't yet arrived, or in the 


a "true human nature" and the "eternal essence" ot 
man, who, repressed by Society, tries to make a 
public reappearance. But if the strength and objec- 
tive of our desires vary, they are in no way reduced 
to theneed to consume this or that product. Histori- 
cally determined by the evolution and needs of 
commodity production, subjectivity in no way 
yields to the needs of consumption and production. 
To recuperate consumers' desires, commodities 
must unceasingly adapt. But they remain incapable 
of satisfying the will to live by totally and directly 
realizing our desires. Shop windows, in the avant- 
garde of commodity provocation, are increasingly 
getting hit with a critique of bricks! 

Those who refuse to take into account the reality 
of THEIR desires in the name of "materialist 
thought" run the risk of not seeing the weight of 
OUR desires falling on their heads. 

Militants and their ideologues, even those with 
university diplomas, are less and less apt to under- 
stand their epoch and grasp history. Unable to 
secrete a thought that is the slightest bit modern, 
they are reduced, as a result, to rummaging in the 
garbage pails of history in order to recover 
ideologies that have already proved their failure for 
some time: anarchism, Leninism and Trotskyism ... 


The height of ridiculousness, certainly, was reached with 
the “CHE” cult. A delirious economist and a pathetic 


strategist but a handsome guy, Guevara has at least had 
the consolation of seeing his Hollywood talents 
rewarded. A record in poster sales! 


name of a shoddy spontaneism ("We are not an 
organization but an assembly of regular guys, a 
community" etc), you can be sure there is a 
bureaucracy, and often enough, Maoism. The 
advantage of Trotskyism is that its organizational 
fetish forces it to show its colours; it profits by 
saying so. The advantage of Maoism (we are not 
talking about pure-and-arch-Stalinist Maoism of 
the Humanité Rouge type) is that it creates the con- 
ditions for its own outflanking; Py playing the 
tight-rope walker of recuperation, it t on its 
face. 


Objectivity and Subjectivity 


The systems of ideas adopted by militants vary 
according to the organizations but are all under- 
mined by the need to mask the nature of the activity 
they hide and their separation from the masses, 
Also, the separation between objectivity and sub- 
jectivity, imagined in a mechanical and ahistorical 
way, is always found at the heart of militant 
ideologies, 

The militant who devotes himself to serving the 

le, even if he does not deny that his activity 
ias subjective motives, refuses to grant them any 
importance. The subjective, in any case, must be 
eliminated in favour of the objective. Refusing to be 
moved by his desires, the militant is reduced, as a 
result, to invoking historical necessities, which are 
considered to be outside the world of desires. 
Thanks to “scientific socialism”, a frozen form of a 
degenerated Marxism, he thinks he can discover 
the sense of history and adapt himself to it. He gets 
drunk on concepts whose significance escapes him: 
productive forces, relations of production, the law 
of value, the dictatorship of the proletariat, etc. All 
of which allows him to reassure himself about the 
seriousness of his agitation. Placing himself outside 
“his critique” of the world, he condemns himself to 
understanding nothing about its functioning. 

He invests the passion he cannot put into his 
everyday life in his i participation in the 
“world revolutionary s cle". The earth is 
reduced to the level of a Punch and Judy show in 
Which good guys and bad guys, imperialists and 
anti-imperialists confront each other. He compen- 
sates for the mediocrity of his existence by identify- 
ing with the stars of the planetary circus. The height 
of ridiculousness, certainly, was reached with the 
"CHE" cult. A delirious economist and a pathetic 
strategist but a handsome guy, Guevara has at least 
had the consolation of seeing his Hollywood talents 
rewarded. A record in poster sales! 

What is subjectivity if not the residue of objec- 
tivity — what a society based on commodity 
production cannot integrate? The subjectivity of 
the artist is objectified in the work of art. For die 
worker separated from the means of production, 
subjectivity remains on a level of obsessions and 
fantasies ... what is objectified is so thanks to capi- 
tal, and becomes capital itself. Revolutionary activ- 
ity, like the world it prefigures, surpasses the 
separation between objectivity and subjectivity. It 
objectifies subjectivity and subjectively besieges 
the objective world. The proletarian revolution is 
the irruption of subjectivity! 

It is not a question of relapsing into the myth of 


To make the whole thing more digestible, it is 
seasoned with a little misunderstood Maoism or 
Castroism. The workers’ movement is their point 
of reference, but they confuse its history with the 
construction of state capitalism in Russia or the 
bureaucratic-peasant epic of the “Long March” in 
China. They claim they are Marxists, but don't 
understand that the Marxist project of the abolition 
of wage labour, commodity production and the 
State is inseparable from the proletariat’s seizure of 
wer, 

“Marxist” thinkers are increasingly unable to 
resume the analysis of the basic contradictions of 
capitalism inaugurated by Marx, They get bogged 
down in the field of bourgeois political economy 
while repeating nonsense about the labour theory 
of value, the tendency of the rate of profit to decline 
and the achievement of surplus value. Despite their 
pretensions, they understand nothing about the 
workings of modern capitalism. Thinking they are 
obliged to utilize a Marxist vocabulary, which they 
don’t know how to use, they cut themselves off 
from the few possibilities of analysis left to political 
economy. Their “research” is not worth that of the 
first disciple of Keynes to come along. 


Militants and Workers’ Councils 


Militant organizations become autonomous 
above the masses that they claim to represent. They 
are naturally led to think that it is not the working 
class which makes the revolution but the “organ- 
izations of the working class”. It is advisable, then, 
to strengthen them. In the end the proletariat 
becomes raw material, manure upon which the red 
rose of the revolutionary party can flower. The 
necessities of recuperation require that this not be 
spoken of too much on the outside; this is where the 
demagogy begins. 

The autonomy of militant organizations’ goals 
must be concealed. To do this, ideology is used. 
They loudly proclaim that they are serving the 
people, that they are not acting for their own 
benefit, and that if they are ever forced to take 
power for a brief period, they will not abuse it. As 
soon as the working class has been properly edu- 
cated, they will hurry to return power to it, 


* * * 


[At this point the text becomes more an advocacy 
of councilism than a critique of militancy, and it 
goes on to outline a number of situations in which 
councils and the state have conflicted. 

If anyone would like a draft version of the 
remaining pages, please drop a card to Demolition 
Derby). 


Translated by Michael William and Rip Van 
Winkle 


(1) CGT: communist-dominated union 
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CHRONOLOGY AT OKA 


March 11, 1990: Kanehsatake Mohawks blockade the road leading to a 22-hectare pine 
forest (planted by Mohawks) bordering the Oka Golf Club. The municipality of 
DU E Und of the forest to make way for a> holen oe 
local golf course. This is part of a much larger territory which successive 
treaties between the Mohawks and European states define as Mohawk land. 

April 27: The municipality of Oka bi an inj n all members of the 

T usiastake xem Ces pev Es the roadblocks and 
stop interfering with traffic on the forest road. 

May 3: At Oka, near. talks 


and munina 

July 8: Mohawk roadbk at are fortified. 

July 10: Oka Mayor Jean Ouellette refuses to negotiate further with the Mohawks or 
to post Bet eles culting of the forest atl asks the Quetec provincial police 
(Sin du Québec — SQ) to intervene to remove barricades at Kanehsatake. 
Mohawks strengthen the fortifications. 


in the direction of Mi 
the barricade. Members of the Mohawk Warrior Society fire into the air to warn 
the SQ officers, who nd, at 8:40 A.M., by thousands of rounds into the 
Mohawk encampment. The firing lasts 18 seconds. During the firing, Cpl. Marcel 
Lemay of the SQ is shot in the head and killed. The SQ tear gas at the main 
barricade, but the wind blows it back toward them, and the attacklag officers flee, 
leaving SQ cars, vans and a front-end loader behind. The cars are smashed and 
used to strengthen the barricade. This is a humiliating defeat for the SQ and 
radically undermines theauthority of the Québec government, asarmed Mohawks 
are defying the state and petting away with it. Kanehsatake is completely sealed 
off from the outside world by hundreds of police. As news of the SQ raid reaches 
Kahnawake (a Mohawk community of 6,000 le immediately to the south of 
Montréal) the Mercier bridge, pap Galli artery linkin Moi withthe south 
shore, is blockaded by armed Warriors who threaten to blow up the bridge if there 
pas second attack at Oka. They also blockade highways 132 and 138, which run 
"u| 


July 13: Ciaccia calls for the federal government “to assume its responsibilities" in 
standoff after meeting with Mohawk negotiators the bar- 


July 14: In Toronto more than 300 people demonstrate in support of the Mohawks. 
july 15: Talks between government officials and Mohawks break off. 
july 16: In EY a community on the south shore right next to Kahnawake 
and affected b' blockade, night CERE Mone demonstrations at the Mercier 
ized by "Solidarité Chateau; ', the brainchild of ex-SQ officer 
Yvon Poitras, turn into racist riots. Mohawk Warriors are burned nee ny the 
crowd repeatedly attacks the SQ who place themselves between the and 
the Mohawk barricades. The protesters call for army intervention and compensa- 
tion from the Québec government. Most of the protesters come from outside 
Chateauguay. Reliable sources indicate that the Ku Klux Klan is organizing in 
hican a Que the following weeks there will be repeated racist attacks 
against Mohawks. 
In Montréal the Peg police riot ıd attacks a demonstration of 200 people 
protesting the SQ raid, sending two demonstrators to hospital and arresting 47. 
July 17: As Premier of Québec, Robert Bourassa orders the army to mobilize and move 
to staging areas near the barricades at Kanehsatake and Kahnawake. 
July 18: Protests take place in support of the Mohawks in Montréal, Ottawa and 


Nearly 250 native leaders come to Kahnawake to discuss the situation with Mohawk. 
representatives. 

A tentative “aa is reached between Mohawk and provincial IS, 
involvinj e major points: (1) withdrawal of significant numbers of SQ officers; 

(2) a public WE into the conduct of the federal and provincial governments; 
and (3) that John Ciaccia, Québec Minister for Native 3, attempt to set up 
direct nation-to-nation negotiations between Mohawks and the federal govern- 
ment. 

In B.C., Manitoba and at Kingston in Ontario, native and non-native protesters block 
roads or slow traffic in solidarity with the Mohawks. In Nova Scotia, 30 Micmacs 
begin a hunger strike in protest. 

July? In Toronto, 60 demonstrators protest government repression and support the 

lohawk cause. 

A shipment of food, medical supplies, fuel is delivered to the Mohawk community at 

by Mohawks of the Six Nations territory near Brantford. 

July 21: Negotiations break off. 3 

July 22: 200 Laval residents try to deliver food to Mohawks at Kanehsatake, but are 
turned back by the SQ, which has totally sealed off Oka. 

Some 200 native protesters rally on Parliament Hill in Ottawa, demanding that the 
federal government enter into direct tions with Mohawks. 

Federal D« Minister for Indian Affairs Harry Swain refers to the Warriors as a 
“gang of criminals” and alleges that they have hijacked negotiations and seized 
conti} of Kanebanteke DY ree: Ei e inne wee isonly 
one of many made in the middle of a delicate ne; 'rocess by government 
officials in dn explosive, life-threatening situation. zd 

July 24: Parti Québécois leader Jacquet Parizeau declares to a press conference that 
the SQ should have cleared the barricades on the Mercier bridge by force as soon 
as they were put up, before the Warriors could solidify their position. He refers to 
the Warriors as “terrorists”. Well-informed readers will remember that Parizeau 
was a member of the PQ government that ordered hundreds of SQ officers onto 
Micmac territory at igouche in 1981 over a fishing dispute. 

July 25: 1000 people Serie some support of Mohawks in pomana ara 

An SQ official says that ias opened 1000 files all activity by 
Mohawk since the July 11 attack. gii 2539 

July 29: 2500 people rally at Paul Sauvé park near Oka in support of the Mohawk 
people. Representatives tribes all across Canada and the U.S. are present, and 
non-natives come from as far as Kingston, Ontario. 

August 1: In Montréal, 250 demonstrators met at Lafontaine Park to support the 

lohawk cause and denounce the repression. 

In Châteauguay, 10,000 demonstrators demand army intervention. MPs Ricardo 
López and Vincent Della Noce, both Conservatives, call for army intervention. 
August 5: Robert Bourassa gives Mohawk be rma a 48-hour ultimatum to resume 
negotiations, and declares that “appropriate measures” (read army intervention) 

would be taken if they do not. 

August 8: Mulroney appoints judge Alan Gold to negotiate the preconditions to full 
AS He aW thatthe army is Svailable tthe Québec govern- 
ment. 

August 10: By now, Oka is a ghost town. At least 80% of the townspeople have left. 

licmacs in Nova Scotia have smuggled at least 3 truckloads of to Mohawks 
behind police barricades. Many of the50 Micmacs in Oka take shifts at the Mohawk 
barricades. 

August 11; 1000 people attend a demonstration in support of Mohawk demands at 

arré Phillips in Montréal. In Châteauguay, icularly violent clashes take place 
at fhe Meee bridge between SQ and anti-Mohawk rioters, who throw Molotov 
coc! j 

August 12: Gold and government and Mohawk negotiators aj to three precondi- 
fons: (1) free access to food and ge for Kalsawakes Kanehsat (2) free 
movement of Mohawk advisors of all kinds; and (3) formation of an international 
team of observers to monitor events during negotiations. 

sas ks Ojibwa protesters blockade the only east-west passenger rail line in 

nada. 
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Au 14, 9:30 P.M.: Units of the 5th Mechanized Brigade, based at Valcartier near 
\ébec, move to their forward staging areas: at Blainville and St-Benoit near Oka 
and St-Rémi and Farnham near tean iy. The movement involves 4,400 
soldiers. Of these, 2,629 are troops, with 1144 vehicles. The troops are equipped 
with mortars, several hundred armoured mnel carriers, 90 armoured cars, 
several 105 mm na , D W eere nue and a) Tropard 
tanks equi] wii mm guns. In short, enou; ilitary power lestroy 
var ‘Ai ts tine an estimated 200 300. Warriors are behind the 
barricades at Kanehsatake, accompanied by women and children. 
August 16: Direct negotiations begin between Mohawks and federal and provincial 
'vernments. 
pu 20, morning: The first army troops arrive at Kanehsatake and Kahnawake 
and take up positions near the mepr banicades (at Kanehsatake, 500 metres awa; 
from the main barricade). Mohawk negotiators break off talks with the federal ani 
provincial governments. Racists stone a caravan of 75 Mohawk cars leaving 


Kahnawake while the police, who held up the cars for hours while the mob 

gathered, do absolutely Se stop it. Joe Armstrong, a ERES Mohawk 

man, udin of a heart attack following the stoning. Several Mohawks are 
injured. 

August 22: A Mohawk woman bleeding, from childbirth complications is held up for 
one hour on the Mercier bridge by Oana a racist mob. Ojibway war veterans 
attempt to talk to soldiers at Kanehsat They are prevented by SQ officers at 
police lines, who assault them. 

rm 23, morning: The army advances its armoured cars and troops to within 30 

of the main Mohawk barricade at Kanehsatake. One false move could result 
in a bloodbath. Mohawk negotiators break off negotiations. 

August 25: In a sinister development, Québec "Public Security" Minister Sam Elkas 
Says heintends to look into the creation of a European-style militarized police force 
specialized in suppressing strikes, riots and protests, etc, 

26: Mulroney makes public declaration to the effect that the government is 
losing patience”. 


A ', 10:30 A.M.: An incident at the main barricade in Kanehsatake nearl 
En B 
iggers a massacre. 


ist 28: Protesters block a street in Vancouver, demanding withdrawal of the arm: 
m Oka. Federal negotiator Bernard Roy breaks off negotiations with Mohaw] 
repress ded Premier Bourassa orders the army to remove the barricades. 
arriors dismantle the Mercier bridge barricade with the army's help. During this 
iod (from about August 28 to September 1), a large number of Warriors and 
eir weapons are evacuated from wake by light planes using the paved 
roads inside Warrior-held territory as runways. The dee Bax) low to avoid 
radar detection. A thousand demonstrators block Boul. Lévesque in 
downtown Montréal for5 hours, demanding the withdrawal of the army, 
August 29: A defence lawyer for three Kanehsatake Mohawk men publicly ci 
ie SQ and Montréal a with torturing iiem until they si; confessions. The 
three men are: Daniel Nicholas, André Simon and Angus Jacobs. Eight hundred 
people demonstrate in downtown Montréal against the army's presence at Oka. 
um 30, 8:00 P.M.: Federal and provincial governments break off talks with 
lohawk negotiators. 

September 1, 1:00 P.M.: Without warning, the army and SQ overrun the barricades at 
Kanehsatake and Kahnawake. At gap second, à full-scale bloodbath could break 
out, resulting in dozens of casualties. The vast majority of land held by the Warriors 
is retaken, and they retreat to the Treatment Centre, a federal building that the SQ 
does not have the authority to enter. The army surrounds 100 Mohawk women 
and children seeking shelter in the food bank. Warrior-held territory is reduced to 
a small strip of land around the Treatment Centre. 

September 4: In Kahnawake, there is a combined SQ-army raid (40 armoured vehicles 
and 200 troops) at the Longhouse, the site of traditional Mohawk government. The 
SQ seize a few weapons, which Mohawk sources say were planted. 

September 6: The army's proposal for the surrender of Warriors in the Treatment 
Centre is rejected on their behalf by their mediator Terry Doxtator. 

September 8: A 4-6 man army reconnaissance team slips into the Warrior-held area at 

ight and SAT Hen ome who is hospitalized and held by the 
itary. During this period, incidents that can explode into lethal violence happen 
at the razor wire e day. 

September 9: More than 500 native people from all over North America rally at Paul 
Sauvé park near Oka in support of the Mohawks in the Treatment Centre. 

September 13: SQ applies court-ordered blackout of journalists' cellular phones at 
Kanehsatake T.C. 

September 18: Acombined army-SQ raid is carried out without o e 
Asiana, which is part of Kabnawake. Immediately, 600-1000 Mohawks (about 
one-sixth of the community) run to the Les near the army's landing site and 
block the army's advance. A riot ensues, with Mohawks beating soldiers caught 
between the crowd and the water, Two automatic rifles are ripped out of soldiers’ 
eoe eee ee EU 
of macl into tl r. "ui lohawks are treated at Kat lospit 

Sed Kahnawake for tear gas inhalation. ism 

ber 20: Lt.-Gen. Kent Foster, the officer in charge of the army operation, holds 
a press conference, declaring that the army is preparing plans to withdraw in 
‘the from Kanehsatake po Kahnawake i4 pp of the io. 

Montréal-area radio stations CKAC and CFGL reverse their decision to censor music 
by Montagnais rock band Kashtin, following massive public pressure in their 

vour. 


September 23: 1000 natives and non-natives demonstrate in support of the Mohawk 
people at Kahnawake. At the bingo hall in Kahna ; the demonstrators listen 
Cow comment on the situation. One of the 's is a native soldier from 
the Royal Canadian Iss in full uniform, with his face concealed. He expres- 
ses his support for the Mohawk struggle, denounces the repression of the federal 
and provincial governments and apologizes for the army's behaviour in Kahn- 
awake. He then leaves quickly to avoid arrest. News of this man’s courageous 
stand is totally suppressed by the media. Grand Chief Joe Norton is prevented 
from attending the meeting by the army. 

September 24: Parliament reopens in Ottawa. 

September 26, 6:45 P.M.: 50 Warriors and friends in the T.C. cross the razor wire fence, 
and dodge soldiers. The 78-day siege ends. A melee ensues, with soldiers fixing 
bayonets and physically subduing Mohawk men and women on live TV. Some 
Mohawks escape, among them Loran Thompson, who simply walks down the 
toad to Oka and is given a lift by a fellow wk. Three journalists are also 
arrested. Soldiers take aim at 400 Mohawk protesters at Kahnawake for the first 
time since the army was mobilized; eut were attacking soldiers at a checkpoint 
near the entrance to the Mercier Bridge. Luckily, no Mohawks die. Reports indi 
that Warriors handed over to the SQ by the army are beaten, particularly Ronald 
Cross, who has to be sent to hospital for treatment before his arraignment. 

October 5: 21 out of 22 Warriors detained at the Farnham military base in Québec are 
released on bail. 

October 10: Six Mohawks from Akwesasne are charged in New York State in relation 
to the violence at Akwesasne in early May. All are either members or supporters 
of the Warrior Society. 

October 11: Bail hearings take Me at St-Jeróme, Québec, for the last Warriors held 

risoner at Parthenais prison (also SQ headquarters) in Montréal. They are: Ronald 
eem Dennis Nicholas, and Gordon and Koger Lazore, and their application for 
bail is turned down by the judge, who calls them a threat to public safety. 

October 15: There is a significant police presence (SQ and RCMP) at Kahnawake. The 
army declares that the last troops withdraw within two weeks. 


MOHAWK RESISTANCE AT 
KANEHSATAKE AND KAHNA- 
WAKE 


This summer, people living in and around 

Montréal nearly witnessed a massacre of Mohawk 

people at Kanehsatake by the armed forces — a 

stone's throw from their own neighbourhoods. 

Everyday life in Canada being what it is, the mas- 

sacre was prepared for and planned in full view of 

the public (because everyone knew the broad lines 

of what the army intended to do) and put into 

operation with what amounts to complete impu- 

nity. Apart from a handful of demonstrators and 

other people of goodwill who gave generously of 

their time and effort to support the Mohawk 

people, the response to this situation was one of 

indifference. Most people who had the heart to 

recognize army mobilization for what it was did 

nothing, perhaps because they felt powerless to 

intervene. Overnight, the barricades became a 

media circus, and the issues that motivated the 

Mohawks’ act of self-defence were trivialized to 

death. As if that wasn’t bad enough, the airwaves 

were full of war propaganda and “antiterrorist” 

rhetoric, in a bid to prevent the public at large from 

l identifying with the Mohawks and overcoming 

their airtight separation from the events unfolding 
near Oka. 


During the Nazis’ suppression of the Warsaw 
Ghetto uprising in 1943, daily life outside the 
ghetto walls went on as usual; that is, there were no 
serious disturbances of public order by the citizens 
of Warsaw while the massacre was in progress, 
Inside the walls, people died in their thousandsand 
the ghetto burned. 

By their massive use of military force in a situa- 
tion thatin no way called forit (the presumed threat 
posed to “public security” by a handful of armed 
Mohawks was pure fabrication), the federal and 


— Ibis y governments clearly showed that their 
intention was to terrorize and humiliate the 


Mohawks, and by extension all native peoples, not 
because state security was threatened by the 
roadblocks (the very thought is ridiculous) but 
because the Mohawks’ actions were connected to a 
countrywide movement in favour of real Pros 
sover 252 ;, they were ready and will- 
ing to Lil dozens of Hehe in order to shut 
down the roadblocks, and there were and are real 
reasons to fear a massacre. 

The authorities were reluctant to do this for three 
main reasons. First, because of their fear of 
worldwide condemnation, and possible trade sanc- 
tions and boycotts of Canadian goods; second, 
because of their fear of widespread acts of sabotage 
by native people across Canada in retaliation for 
any bloodshed; and third, their fear of the long- 
term consequences of bloodshed for native/ 
government relations, as millions of hectares of 
land and billions of dollars of "natural resources" 
are at stake. 

The Canadian state did not have to fear the 
media, which admirably fulfilled its function as a 
mass thought control apparatus, blandly support- 
ing the repression and condemning the Mohawks’ 
defence of their land. The current minister of public 
security for the province of Québec, Claude Ryan, 
one notes, was once editor of Le Devoir, a leading 
Montréal daily. 

As of this writing, 85% of MEUM of Québec 
is under some form of native land claim. The figures 
are similar all across the country, and native bands 
have waited for generations for concessions from 
the federal and provincial governments without 
success while their land bases and lifeways are 
being eroded by the pressure of the industrial 
economy. 

The Canadian economy largely depends on 
“resource extraction and processing” for its con- 
tinued good health. For maximum profitability 
(which is the name of the game for the briefcase- 
toting zombies who run our world), Canadian busi- 
nesses must have unimpeded access to Canadian 
territory and its natural wealth. Native peoples are 
on a collision course with the state and the transna- 
tional capital groupings that it represents because 
it is precisely native peoples’ control of their lands 
and the immense wealth they represent that is at 
issue, at least as far as the state is concerned. 

How much sovereignty is the federal govern- 
ment prepared to concede? What is the difference 
between the structured dependency of formally 
self-governing territories under native jurisdiction 
and the bantustan concept applied in South Africa? 


Bantustans are nominally independent, but in 
reality completely at the mercy of the South African 
State. South African officials visited Canada to 
study its system of reservations, which served as a 
model for the development of apartheid. Canada is 
a settler state, and its relationship with native 
peoples is a colonial relationship, based on their 
subjugation and the theft of their land. 

The Canadian nation-state was hurriedly cob- 
bled together in the 19th century. From its begin- 
nings in the colonial settlements of the European 
imperial powers, its primary purpose was to imple- 
ment an immense land grab, organized by ruling 
classes whose racism and genocidal intent were 
openly and murderously displayed. Because the 
Europeans who settled the “Canadian” part of the 
continent were uprooted from their communities in 
their countries of origin and artificially brought 
together in North America by social forces outside 
their control, there has never been a stable 
Canadian polity. “Canada” is politically fragile. As 
the October Crisis showed, a movement in the 
direction of political autonomy by any significant 
sector of Canadian society is considered a serious 
threat by the Canadian state, and treated as such. 

If, during negotiations, the Canadian state 
recognizes the Mohawks asa sovereign people, this 
would imply that other native peoples are or could 
be equally sovereign. If they are sovereign, then in 


theory there is no reason why Québec or any other 
province cannot also be sovereign. If the once- 
centralized elements of this society, like neighbour- 
hoods, counties, towns and cities, tended to become 
autonomous under the pressure of a cohesive and 
determined grassroots movement, the federal, 
provincial and municipal governments could be 
bypassed. This is not to say that decentralization 
and democratization of capitalist social relations 
could resolve our problems, but rather an observa- 
tion that decentralization of political and economic 
power can only be pushed so far without destabiliz- 
ing the existing social order. 

By itself, a broad movement for native 
sovereignty would challenge the political structure 
of Canada but would leave intact the alienated 
social relations that give rise to it. 

What is likely to happen (given the present 
balance of force between native peoples and the 
Canadian government) is some form of jurisdic- 
tional compromise between all-out sove ty, 
like the full independence demanded by the 
Gitskan and Wet'Suwet'en for the 22,000 square 
miles of land in British Columbia they claim as their 
own, a sovereignty which the federal government 
has already said it will noteven consider — “Native 
self-government ... does not and cannot ever mean 
sovereign independence within Canadian ter- 
ritory" (Prime Minister Brian Mulroney) — and the 
current situation, with no sovereignty at all, which 
is an intolerable one for native peoples living in 
Canada. There are already signs of varying posi- 
tions within native communities regarding the 
degree of sovereignty they want and the strategies 
that can be used to achieve it. A Canadian univer- 
sity professor has already proposed that native ter- 
ritories be considered as a "province" in their own 
right; in effect, as a third level of government, after 
the federal and provincial levels. This is the 
"distinct order of government" the Assembly of 
Manitoba Chiefs has called for in recent press con- 
ferences. The native communities involved would 
be considered as living on Canadian territory and 
be subject to Canadian laws, but could pass laws, 
raise taxes and run schools and health care. Micmac 
chief Dan Paul has made similar public statements, 
calling for greater Micmac control of their com- 
munities, but within Canada. If something like this 
happens, native people could be manoeuvred into 
“self-managing” their participation in an industrial 
system that is radically hostile to what remains of 
their traditional lifeways. If, on the other hand, no 
stable compromise occurs between native peoples 
and the state, a situation of chronic conflict could 
result, leading to even more intense criminalization 
and repression of native people, which would be 
disastrous for their already fragile communities. 

We should back this movement for self-deter- 
mination; it will give native peoples an improved 
ability to defend their communities from further 
destruction and consolidate their gains. Non-native 
support is crucial to the successful conclusion of 

this process on terms that are right for native 
people. 


Doug Imrie 


CONTACTS: 


Mohawk Nation Office (Kahnawake) 

via Box 1987 À 
Kahnawake, PQ JO1 1BO ` 
(514) 638-4750 

(514) 638-6790 (fax) 


Mohawk Nation Office (Kanehsatake) 
(514) 479-8353 
(514) 479-8355 


Canadian Alliance in Solidarity With Native 
Peoples 
(416) 588-2712 


Leonard Peltier Defence Committee (Toronto) 
(416) 439-1893 (also fax) 


Akwesasne Notes 
Mohawk Nation 

Box 196 

Rooseveltown, NY 13683 
USA 


TRIAL IN CATANIA, SICILY, 
AGAINST ALFREDO BONANNO 


Alfredo Bonanno and Giuseppe “Pippo” Stasi 
(see Demolition Derby No. 1) are still in prison in 
Bergamo, Italy. They were arrested during a rob- 
bery of a jeweller's store in Bergamo on February 
2, 1989. Alfredo was sentenced to 5 years and 6 
months, and Pippo was sentenced to 4 years and 8 
months. Other accusations were laid against them 
in reference to a murder that took place in Bergamo 
in April 1987 and another robbery which took place 
in March 1985. These latter charges are completely 
unfounded and were only laid to further criminal- 
ize the two men, both active anarchists. On appeal 
their sentences were reduced: Pippo's to 4 years 
and Alfredo's to 4 years and 8 months. On March 
20, 1990, Alfredo was sentenced to 8 months by the 
appeal court for instigation of a crime and apology 
for a crime as a result of articles that appeared in 
the anarchist journals Anarchismo and Provocazione, 
which he edits. The comrades can be contacted at 
the Carcere di Bergamo, Via Gleno 61, 24100 
Bergamo, Italia. 


IMPORTANT! i 


Possible Canada Post strike in 
November (or perhaps later) 


It looks as though there may be a postal strike 
and it may be a long one. According to a letter in 
the most recent Factsheet Five, 1n the event of 
such a strike, mail sent to Canada from other 
countries may simply be returned to sender, 
likely stamped undeliverable, usually with no 
accompanying explanation as to why, Readers 
outside of Canada should check and see if there 
is a postal strike on before sending anything to 
DD (or other Canadian journals) Because ofthe = 
strike possibility, anyone sending a letter for pub- 
lication will receive a note acknowledging that 
your letter got through (if you don't receive one, 
it didn't). 
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LETTERS 
—— 


The following letters are most of 
those sent in response to my critique 
of anarcho-syndicalism, "The ‘Bufe- 
ooneries' Continue", 

All letters sent to Demolition Derby 
will be considered appropriate for 
publication unless otherwise indi- 
cated. 


“Mindless Technophilia 
Must Be Analyzed, 
Challenged and 
Overcome" 


Dear Demolition Derby, 

In the last Demolition Derby, 
Michael William critiqued several 
examples of anarcho-syndicalist 
writing on technology. He defended 
the "primitivist" analysis, a view- 
point which I do not totally agree 
with but find interesting and fruitful 
to explore. While his stance was 
polemical and sometimes harsh, I 
support some of his salient points. I 
wil try to approach the relationship 
of technology to freedom and com- 
munity from another angle. 


What They're Saying About 


"The ‘Bufe-ooneries’ 
Continue" 


"Many Errors" 


echnology defines the modern 
world. No longer are people and cul- 
tures defined in relation to a living 
nature, as in primitive societies. No 
longer are people and cultures 
defined in relation to god or "super- 
nature", as in past agrarian societies. 
Modern society is defined by its 
instrumental relationship to the "out- 
side" world. The modern view does 
not see people as part of a living 
natural community, and it sees 
"nature" as an object to be explored, 
controlled and manipulated by 
science and technology. 

For those who revel in the theory 
and practice of massive hierarchical 
structures of power, control and 
exploitation, this is the best of times. 
For those who are looking for a way 
to establish a new way of life where 
human institutions are supportive of 
individual freedom and exist in har- 
mony with our natural environment, 
these are desperate times. The future 
seems dismal not only because the 
possibility of change seems remote, 
but also because the forces of 
"progress" may damage the environ- 
ment to such a degree as to make 
human life ecologically insupport- 
able. The end of human life may be 
caused by such single factors as 
nuclear war, depletion of the ozone 
layer, or the release of lethal 
organisms from gene splicing 
laboratories. Alternatively, the end of 


human existence could be caused by 
the slow degradation and poisoning 
of the environment which damages 
the carrying capacity of the earth 
until the more complex species, high 
on the food chain, can no longer be 
supported. The possible survival of 
nature, without humans, is cold com- 
fort to those who wish to stop the 
mad extermination of species, 
habitats and indigenous peoples 
around the world. 

A theoretical explanation for the 
destructive trajectory of global 
modern society cannot be reduced to 
a single causal mechanism or 
dynamic element. There are many 
ideological components in the ruling 
world view, such as capitalism, 
hierarchy, patriarchy, racism and the 
belief in progress through the crea- 
tion of material wealth by a rigorous 
application of science and technol- 
ogy. I leave aside the taxonomic dis- 
section and weighing of the exact 
responsibility amongst these ruling 
ideas for creating our present cultural 
and ecological crisis. However, it is 
evident to all but the most blind, that 
the idea of piogress through the 


the modern world's central d 
This mindless technophilia must be 
analyzed, challenged and overcome. 
If this is not done on both a theoreti- 
cal and practical level, any partial 
social change would only shuffle the 
deck and leave us playing the same 
game with the same cards, 

We are immersed in an instrumen- 
talist mentality shaped by science 
and technology. Our very choice of 
words (as evident even in this letter), 
and structure of thought are defined 
by a technological outlook. The so- 
called primitivists are creating a 
point of view that tries to critique 
modern society from the “outside”. 
Putin scientific terminology, they are 
searching for a fulcrum point which 
can be used to move the world. I think 
they are searching in the right direc- 
tion, though they have been less suc- 
cessful in finding the lever and 
motive force also needed to change 
the world. The main point of the 
primitivists is that there are some 
important elements of a sane human 
existence which can be learned by 
studying primitive societies. Their 
claim is that the present structure of 
technological society is incompatible 
with the values of human dignity, 
freedom and community should be 
greeted with interest. Many thinkers 
have explored the past in order to 
discover ideas applicable in their 
own times, Murray Bookchin’s inter- 
est in Greek democracy and Peter 
Kropotkin's analysis of medieval 
Europe's free cities and guilds are but 
two examples. An exploration of 
prehistorical primitive societies 
seems even more apropos consider- 
ing how these societies differ from 
our own. Capitalism, the state and 
patriarchy did not even exist as con- 
cepts, let alone govern the everyday 
life of people. (That is not to say that 
the roots of patriarchy did not exist in 
primitive society. The analysis of how 
patriarchy grew out of the “natural” 
division of labour between men and 
women is important for any radical 
critique of modern ). Primitive 
cultures did not look at the world 
from an instrumentalist or tech- 
nological perspective. These differen- 
ces should be explored to give us a 
better understanding of our own cul- 
ture and society. 

There are many subsidiary claims 
and arguments within the primitivist 
milieu which must be debated. This 


dismissed on the pretext that some 
primitivists want us to "live in caves 
and eat nuts", (though I have not 
come across such extreme statements 
myself), One should not argue with 
"straw men"; debates should take 
placeon thehighest intellectual level, 
confronting the strongest arguments, 
not attacking the most trivial, 
extreme or silliest elements within a 
body of thought. It would be like 
demolishing the thought of some 
minor Marxist such as Enver Hoxha 
and claiming to have discredited the 
whole Marxist theoretical tradition. 
Marxism is still a living theoretical 
force, even after many generations of 
trenchant criticism, beginning with 
the startling predictions Bakunin 
made of what Marxist theory, put in 
practice, would look like. The recent 
events in Eastern Europe illustrate 
both the weakness and power of 
ideology. Promptly after abandoning 
a discredited form of political and 
economic rule, the majority of people 
embraced a rather right-wing form of 
capitalist theory. The effort of a 
minority to find a third way which 
was neither capitalist nor "com- 
munist" was largely ignored. The 
dangers of ideological systems are 
evident, and one of the most 
dominant ideologies today is that of 
progress through the development of 
technology. 


A Technological Fable 


Let me now recount a fable in 
which various forms of thought react 
toa new technological development. 
An accidental discovery in a 
laboratory leads to the development 
of a new technology. It is a teleporta- 
tion device that allows the instan- 
taneous transfer of people and things 
from one place to another, which 
needs complex sending/receiving 
mechanisms at both ends and 
requires large amounts of electrical 
energy. The news spreads quickly, 
and scientists, politicians, business- 
men and the media hail this as a 
breakthrough invention which will 
change the world. (Remember the 
reaction to gene splicing, cold fusion 
and room temperature superconduc- 
tivity). I will assume for the sake of 
argument that it is not developed as 
à weapon and used at the first advan- 


“Pointless ... William is an anarchist. 
— Bob Black, | 
“cultural revolutionary” - 


"[It is] not anarchist and in 

fact stands counterposed to the 
anarchist struggle to build a free, 
self-managed society.” 

— Libertarian Labor Review 


— D. Sacz, IWW 
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tageous moment by an aggressive 
state. This assumption is obviously 
wishful thinking, as a historical 
examination of the relationship 
between technology and war would 
reveal, 

The “free market” capitalists 
would instantly claim that the only 
way to spread the use of teleportation 
technology is to allow the corpora- 
tions free rein in the marketplace. The 
expensive development costs can 
only be recovered by charging rates 
that initially only the rich can afford. 
The economists claim that the money 
made will be reinvested and further 
development and production of 
teleportation units will eventually 
reduce the costs so that almost 
everyone will have access to the new 
technology. The flaws in this way of 
thinking are quite evident. The prob- 
lem with the “trickle down” theory is 
that wealth only trickles down so far. 
There are a large number of people 
living today in the richest countries 
which have no access to technologies 
which have been around for years. 
Also, there is no comprehension that 
by catering to the rich and powerful, 
the technology is shaped in a certain 
way which may not suit the needs or 
wants of the large majority of people. 

The “liberal” capitalist theorists 
would claim that while the free 
market is needed to disperse the use 
of the new technology, certain 
safeguards are needed. Laws would 
be needed to ensure that minimum 
safety precautions are taken, 
monopoly control ‘is avoided, and 
that a tory body is set up to 
allow at least some "public" input 
into the way the technology is used 
and developed. These recommenda- 
tions do not really address the major 
problems. At worst, it gives the 
impression that issues arising from 
the new technology are being dis- 

ssed, but the real issues of the 
imbalance between private and 
public power, and between the 
experts and an uninformed publicare 
not addressed. 

The Marxist would claim the new 
technology as part of the means of 
production, and demand that the 
State own and control the technology. 
There is no evidence that centralized 
bureaucracies put technology to bet- 
ter use than capitalist corporations. 
They suffer from the same defects of 
hierarchical organization, gigantism, 
and a di for individual and 
community decision making. At best, 
a bureaucracy put in plece to control 
the teleportation network would be 
massive, corrupt, slow and bungling. 
At worst, it would be a terrifyingly 
efficient tool of state repression, 
moving military and police units 


instantly to where they would be: 


most useful in subduing dissent or 
resistance. 

The anarcho-syndicalist reaction 
to the new technology would be that 
the "workers" should control it in 
combination with other industrial 
unions. A problem with syndicalist 
theory is the place of the community 
within such a structure. Why are 
people defined as "workers" first? 
Why would the artificial solidarity of 
the workplaces within a specific 
industry extend to other industries 
and communities? There has been 
very little written about dealing with 
technology assessment and change 
from an anarcho-syndicalist view- 
point. This seems to be a rather sig- 
nificant lacuna. Almost every major 
technical change causes massive 
upheavals in the industrial infra- 
structure and workforce. When a 
technical change threatens mass 
unemployment, occupational disrup- 
tion or even the existence of a whole 
industry, what mechanisms would 
exist to judge what course to take, 
and on what basis will these 
decisions be made? Anarcho-syndi- 
calists have not even asked these 
questions, let alone suggested any 
answers, My feeling is that this lack 


PEER PRESSURE 


*UBAL LIGATION 


indicates a real ignorance of the for- 
ces of technology which are shaping 
our world in drastic and possibly 
irreversible ways. 

The eco-anarchist reaction would 
include an analysis of the environ- 
mental impact of thenew technology. 
What are the materials going into the 
production of the machines, that 
make up the teleportation network? 
Are the machines built with rare or 
poisonous minerals whose extraction 
will damage the environment? What 
about the massive energy needs of 
the network? Are the energy needs 
higher than the technologies the net- 
work is likely to replace (ships, 
trains, planes)? Is the type of energy 
needed different? Is nuclear power 
required instead of human power 
(bicycles) or wind power (sailing 
ships)? These types of questions are 
necessary in assessing any tech- 
nological change, but they do not 
exhaust all the outstanding issues. 

A primitivist might ask what 
impact the new technology will have 
on the very existence of communities. 
Already we have areas (suburbs) 
Where people live but have minimal 
contact with their neighbours. People 

work, play and live in different 
places. What would be the impact of 
globalizing this phenomenon on a 
mass scale? Where would that leave 
the idea of community? Even the 
impact of the new technology on 
freedom is debatable. It would seem 
that human freedom would be 
extended by a technology which 
enables us to move from one place to 
another more quickly. But the tech- 
nologies that make modern tourism 
possible (jet travel) have diminished 
the difference between cultures. We 
are "free" to hop on a plane to some 
"exotic" location, but on arrival we 
increasingly confront artifacts and 
attitudes from the dominant Western 
culture (hotels, shops, highways, 
television, power boats, etc.). If we 
wish to maintain a diversity of 
human cultures, we may have to 
reduce the promiscuous contact 
between cultures and slow down the 
speed of travel. Tourism would cease, 
and travel would be a leisurely, even 
if less convenient opportunity to 
explore and experience new places 


and people. It would be a way to step 
outside one’s everyday reality. The 
primitivist would argue that the 
freedom to go anywhere in a 
homogenized global prison or 
“marketplace” is not desirable. 


A View With Room 


My intention in using a “science- 
fiction” setting to discuss various 
theoretical viewpoints was to try to 
step outside of ongoing debates. I 
consider myself a utopian, and I 
think the overthrow of modern 
society will only occur when people 
want something better. One of the 
blind spots of much utopian thinking 
is a mindless acceptance of the tech- 
nological perspective. Ecological and 
primitivist arguments can be used to 
guard against this danger in utopian 
thought. The criticism of the relent- 
less march of “progress” is one of the 
most important tasks of radical 
analysis today. 

I believe that some technologies 
must be dispensed with. Nuclear 
power and personal automobiles 
with their cancerous road network 
are just two examples. Many existing 
“industries” should vanish, and the 
way food production is approached 
should be radically altered. We must 
stop “progress”, abolish some tech- 
nologies, and re-think others. It may 
take more than a generation after 
most technology is “frozen” and 
much of it dismantled, before we are 
in the position to go in a different 
direction. In more immediate terms, 
monkey-wrenching and sabotage are 
legitimate tactics. Those being most 
affected by technology havea right to 
stand in the way of “progress” 
whether it be a dam, an incinerator or 
the release of a new biotech- 
engineered organism. 

The basis for re-thinking our tools 
should be widely debated. Is 
simplicity of use important, or 
simplicity of manufacture and 
repair? Is overall energy efficiency 
the most important criteria, or is the 
“fit” with available local energy 
Tesources more important? Is 
transparency or understandability an 
important criteria in judging the 
appropriateness of our tools? Should 
tools be made only with local resour- 
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ces? There are many other questions 
to be asked in analyzing our interac- 
tions with the technologies we create 
and use. I do not believe that the tool 
set of primitive societies is the only 
one compatible with human freedom. 
I also do not believe that the present 
technological complex serves human 
freedom or community, Technology 
is an important component of forces 
that oppress us. 

In a free society, technical changes 
would occur within a framework of 
discussion and debate where all 
issues would be explored. Many or 
most technical changes would be 
rejected or “sent back to the drawing 
board” to use a phrase which cap- 
tures the essence of how new tech- 
nologies are the invention of a 
specific group within modern society. 
Public discussion implies an 
informed and involved populace, 
which would obviously slow down 
the pace of technical change due to 
the time needed to make a thorough 
assessment. This is in contrast to the 
present attitude of “If it can be done, 
it will be done”. Or the present prac- 
tice of placing the burden on those 
criticizing a technical change or 
industrial project to prove that the 
dangers or damages are greater than 
the “benefits”. 

I hope my analysis broadens the 
basis for discussion amongst radi- 
cals, rather than inhibits it. Now is 
not the time to establish rigid 
ideological positions. We need not 
put white hats and black hats on 
people so that we can tell who the 
"bad guys" and “good guys” are, as 
in an old western movie. It is time to 
explore the future, using an under- 
standing of the past. We must go 
beyond the appearances of tech- 
nological progress and potency to 
discover what tools are compatible 
with a society which nurtures human 
freedom and lives in harmony with 
the natural world. 


Love & Anarchy, 


Montreal 
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Criticism/Self-Criticism 
Session Lines 


To the Editor: 


How soon they forget ... what they 
never did learn in the first place. 

Forall the industry which wentinto 
its compilation, "The ‘Bufe-ooneries’ 
Continue" is pointless. It assumes — 
it must assume — a community of 
values at some level with the anar- 
cho-syndicalists; it makes a reasoned 
and documented appeal as if it were 
responding to criticisms made in 
good faith. And then it proceeds to 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt 
that North American anarcho-syn- 
dicalism is totalitarian, mendacious, 
ill-informed and just plain stupid. 

Just as syndicalism is statist, 
indeed totalitarian, although it says 
its not, Michael William is an anar- 
chist, with all the ensuing enfeeble- 
ment of his ideas and action, 
although he says he's not anything at 
all. His phobia about labels only con- 
firms he is in thrall to them, just like 
his enemies. He takes people serious- 
ly who despise him because he 
misunderstands them. These arcane 
disputes have little to-do with ecol- 
ogy orideology. They haveto do with 
power. The syndicalists — the WSA 
and their ally Processed World, among 
others— aspire to hegemony over the 
leftist anti-authoritarians today, the 
workers tomorrow. They are less con- 
cerned with the truth than with the 
effects of their often preposterous 
rantings, because the effects largely 
outlive the tiresome refutation of 
their specific content. A good libel is 
irrefutable, as Stalin and Chaz Bufe 
know very well. 

I understood this over six years 
ago when I exposed the then- 
embryonic racket Processed World. M. 
William (will he ever stop apologiz- 
ing for using his native language? 
fuck the French-Canadians) is 
thoroughly familiar with all thatas in 
1984-85 he wasted my time sending 
countless long, Hamlet-like letters on 
the unfolding PW campaign of libel, 
violence and police networking, He 
knowingly distorts, not unlike Wet- 
zel or Bufe, when he says “Black and 
(broke off relations a number of years 
ago.” We didn’t break off relations. I 
broke off relations with him in 1985 
even before my generalized flip-off of 
all anarchist organizations. So far is 
William from getting out of the anar- 
chist ghetto that he equates it with the 
world, thus, by April 1987 I had 
“broken off contact with almost 
everyone” although I had published 
a book, co-edited another and gotten 
out to many thousands through 
Popular Reality, Semiotext(e), Village 
Voice, even stodgy old Freedom! The 
supposed anti-authoritarians (call 
them what you will — and I have a 
few suggestions) entirely cir- 
cumscribe William's universe of dis- 
course. Not mine! 

Although he must know this, 
William’s copious, Zerzanoid foot- 
notes omit to mention the continuing 
availability of my account of the 
Processed World scandal, The Baby and 
the Bathwater (U.S. $6 postpaid, 
Popular Reality Press, 1264 Creal 
Crescent, Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
U.S.A.). There is no specific anti-Bufe 
account by me — the Kane/Jarach 
and Feral pieces are more than ample 
— except an oblique treatment of a 
split-the-difference faker not unlike 
William, Spider Rainbow, whom I 
gave the hook in "Something Is Hap- 
pening ..?" available from me. It's 
the same slime-wads — Bufe, Wetzel, 
Prisco, PW's Manning and Carlsson 
— up to the same old tricks. 

First they came for the loose can- 
non, Bob Black, but I did nothing 
because I was nota loose cannon and, 
anyway, I'd catch hell in Canada if I 
stuck up for a guy who criticises 
feminism. Then they came for the 
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tolerant of anything and although I 
am quite sure what happened during 
the Paris Commune and the Spanish 
Civil War who can really be sure what 
was going on in San Francisco in 
1984? Then they came for Earth First! 
but I did nothing — initially, anyway 
— because they were so uncouth and 
evinced absolutely no interest in 
anarchist martyrology. Finally they 


Bob Black, the “rogue elephant of 
anti-authoritarianism” (Stephanie 
Klein) 


came for me because I won't eat at 
McDonald's and fret that when they 
rapidly develop the Third World 
thére won't be any air left to breathe 
with the rain forests razed but I 
looked around and I was alone except 
for Bob Black off on a tangent going 
nyah nyah as they took me away. 

Syndicalist organizers are con- 
men. Anarchists, by and large, stand 
by, slack-jawed, gaping as their infor- 
mal dominators perform. Theirs is 
not to reason why, theirs is but to 
view and buy. To them if it’s typeset 
it's prima facie true. They're so stupid 
they'd be dangerous except theinten- 
sity is too much for their tender 
nerves, thinking about anything 
important gives them nosebleed. You 
and your fellow mugwumps at the 
Fifth Estate sat out the revolutionary 
conflict that took place in San Fran- 
cisco and now you womanishly 
whine because the winners you 
appeased are now gunning for you 
too. My aim is true. I hope theirs is 
excellent! 

Yours against anarchism, 


Bob Black 


P.O.Box 2159 
Albany, NY 12220 
USA — No. I! 


Michael responds: Wouldn't life be less 
exciting without hate mail 
from Bob Black. I suppose that I 
should begin, for those who didn't 
read my article, by mentioning what 
was said in it about Black, i.e. that he 
wasn't presented as the cultural hero 
that The Baby-and the Bathwater, his 
account of the Processed World (PW) 
affair, portrays him as. In effect, Black 
is hardly mentioned in my essay, and 
then primarily in relation to how he 
was brandished as a bogeyman by 
anarcho-syndicalists such as Chaz 
Bufe and Tom Wetzel in order to jus- 
tify their activities against the rest of 
those who objected to the machina- 
tions of PW (and five years later 
they're still doing it — see Tom Wet- 
zel's letter in the next issue). Mention- 

ing Black in this one-dimensional 
way is unfair in the sense that it 
paints a very incomplete portrait of 
him. But I see no reason to apologize 
for not devoting more space to Black 
(or to the PW affair, as he complained 
in a recent letter to Anarchy); my 
article was about Bufe's article and 
anarcho-syndicalism. But the activ- 
ities of the anarcho-syndicalists 
during the PW affair and with respect 
to No Middle Ground are important, 
and I think that they are given about 
the right amount of emphasis in my 


loose 
cannon” factor is not exactly insig- 
nificant in Black's case, and apart 
from his stupid (or worse) “fuck the 
French Canadians”, “womanishly 
whine” and “No. 1!”, etc. comments, 
I note that he’s threatening me 
(again): “My aim is true. I hope theirs 
is excellent”. Although there isan ele- 
ment of ambiguity in this statement, 
when he talks about hoping that the 
anarcho-syndicalists' aim is excel- 
lent, Idont think he's referring to the 
quality of their rhetoric. 

Black has called himself a “free 
agent” and has given the impression 
that he’s a free man. To liberate our- 
selves from domestication there are 
innumerable rules to be broken, no 
doubt, and how to unchain ourselves 
will certainly remain among the most 
fertile areas of debate. But from the 
experiences of others we have to take 
what is of use to us. If I have long 
appreciated Black's biting lucidity, to 
me it clearly seems to be accom- 
panied by a crippling dose of 
stupidity. 

The following comments will stick 
fairly closely to Black's specific accu- 
sations, and are not meant as an over- 
all critique of his approach (a 
worthwhile endeavour, but one I'm 
not interested in undertaking). Al- 
though each contains a fair amount of 
chaff, I heartily recommend all of 
Black's books, especially Baby, his 
account of the PW affair, the one I 
consider by far the best (and which 
was inadvertently left off the list in 
the footnotes in my article, though it 
doesn't deal directly with Bufe or 
anarcho-syndicalism). In Baby, as in 
his present letter, Black reveals as 
much about himself as he does about 
his enemies. Bob's brand of egoism, 
whatever its other merits, at least 
guarantees that he can’t hide. 

In his letter, Black begins by saying 
that my article is “pointless”. What 
stupidity, Two sentences later he him- 
self contradicts this when he says that 
my article proves “beyond a 
reasonable doubt that North 
American syndicalism is totalitarian, 
mendacious, ill-informed and just 
plain stupid" (that’s not enough!), 
Then he says that the article “makes 
a reasonable and documented appeal 
as if it were responding to criticisms 
made in faith.” But didn’t he 
notice the title of my article? Calling 
someone a buffoon is certainly not 
the kind of language used about 
someone who is “take[n] seriously”, 
Besides, in his letter to „Black 
himself says that in my article I have 
“carefully documented the dirton the 
authoritarians at PW, their syn- 
dicalist allies like Bufe and Wetzel, 
etc.” Next he says that “these arcane 
disputes have little to do with ideol- 


Bob Black Displays 
His Sparkling 
Type-3 Wit 


cu This brings up a recurring 
feature of Black's disputes, which 
very often seem to get displaced to a 
level of calling the police, taking 
people to court, threats, glue in the 
locks, etc., a cacophony in which 
theoretical or ecological aspects tend 
to get eclipsed. In his accounts, Black 
is usually sparing of information 
about, or doesn't mention his own 
activities, simply playing the victim 
(and it's true that in the case of the 
PW affair he was a victim). But he is 
also very much an aggressor, as an 
overall look at his disputes reveals. In 
his denunciation of Spider Rainbow 
which he mentions, for example, 
Black indulged in a spate of typical 
saber-rattling when, referring to his 
tendency, he says that the “Type 3's 
[see definition further on] are proud 
to display their colours, Ultra-Violet 
and Infra-Red, and we will strike 
anything except our colours”. Well, at 
least it’s nice to learn that the type 3's 
are colour-coordinated. 

Chaz Bufe's critique of the 
primitivists, although containing lit- 
tle of substance, does bring up a few 
points, such as the question of 
medicine, which merit mention. 
Moreover, there is a wide range of 
questions over which primitivist and 
anarcho-syndicalist views clash, and 
it is worth setting out these differen- 
ces, as I attempt to do by going 
beyond Bufe's article and quoting a 
wide range of anarcho-syndicalists. 
This dispute is not simply about 
"power", On the other hand it is cer- 
tainly true that the WSA and PW 
"aspire to hegemony over the leftist 
anti-authoritarians today, the 
workers tomorrow". Whether it is 
called councilism or "One Big 
Union", the workerist organizations 
intend to chain us to a revised version 
of a megamachine which some of us 
wish to have nothing to do with. 

With his insistence that I am an 
anarchist, Black seems to be confus- 
ing me with himself. Unlike Black in 
the personalized form letter write-off 
he refers to, I have never claimed to 
have left the anti-authoritarian 
milieu, as the Bonjour statement and 
my long article in Demolition Derby #1 
make clear (although I'm not par- 
ticularly happy with any of the 
specific labels within the milieu). In 
his write-off, Black thumbed his nose 
at those of us who are still stuck in the 
“anti-authoritarian swamp”, which 
he claimed to have escaped from/ 
superseded. But it quickly became 
clear that Black wasn't going 
anywhere; or rather, that he was stay- 
ing exactly where he was, in Popular 
Reality, his favourite journal at that 
point (it's now defunct), whose editor 
and most of whose regular con- 


tributors were clearly identifiable 
anti-authoritarians. Not only did 
Black not leave anarchism behind, he 
named and became the main 
propagandist for his own brand, 
“type 3 anarchism” ("absurdists" and 
“cultural revolutionaries”, according 
to Black; type 1’s are anarcho- 
capitalists and type 2's are left/ 
collectivist anarchists in Black's ter- 
minology). Having invented it, Black 
gets, of course, to choose exactly who 
can belong and who can’t, hence his 
long, indignant denunciation in 
Popular Reality of Spider Rainbow 
(which Black mentions in his letter), 
who had the effrontery to try to 
muscle into type 3 turf by creating a 
journal and employing a vocabulary 
which were modeled to a large extent 
on Popular Reality. All this is very 
much a part of the anti-authoritarian 
milieu, however, which, as I men- 
tioned in the Bonjour part of Demoli- 
tion Derby #1, has no lack of room for 
type 3, type 12 or type 22 anarchists. 
In one of his reviews which appeared 
in the Summer ‘90 issue of Anarchy, 
Black was quite classically calling for 
the removal of “impediments like 
government, capitalism, Christianity 
and work.” He’s still an anarchist, 
anti-authoritarian (call it what you 
will) whether he likes it or not. Further- 
more, as he informs us in the Discus- 
sion Bulletin, far from having left it 
behind, this cultural-political com- 
missar has set himself a not exactly 
lightweight task to fulfil in the 
milieu: “To set the record straight. To 
make sure that no one gets away with 
anything.” Why anyone would want 
to play such a stupid, boring, cop-like 
role is beyond me, but then Bob 
warned us that he is an “absurdist”. 
Black really believes that he is neces- 
sary; and that an official interpreter of 
the holy scriptures, of “the record”, is 
necessary. I can only wonder who, in 
this schema, is “to make 
sure” that he doesn’t “get away with 
anything”. 

I continue to think that “Black and 
Ibroke off relations a number of years 
ago” remains an accurate descrip- 
tion, and clarifying this episode will 
entail briefly going back over the 
three years during which we cor- 
responded (Black — or his brand of 
egoism — is so stupid, I note, that he 
thinks that whether I broke off with 
him or vice versa is earth-shaking 
enough for me to feel obliged to lie 
about!). I began corresponding with 
Black shortly after I got involved in 
the anti-authoritarian milieu in 1982. 


Our initial exchange was about the 
Anarchos Institute (a now moribund 
Montreal-based organization) affair. 
Black had published a mini-exposé of 
the Institute in the SRAF Bulletin, 
which, though generally accurate, 
contained some important mistakes, 
and I wrote to him to correct his 
errors and to give him a more in- 
depth idea about what was going on. 
Black continued to send me articles 
and tracts and our correspondence 
increased after the PW affair really hit 
the fan when Caitlin Manning of PW 
mass-mailed her “Public Warning 
About Bob Black” after receiving an 
alleged death-threat phone call from 
him in response to her harassment of 
some of Black’s acquaintances. We 
received a copy of her dossier at 
Alternative Bookshop, an anti- 
authoritarian bookshop where I was 
working at that point, and I sent a 
reply to Manning/PW which was 
critical of questionable activities by 
both Black, PW and Manning, and 
mailed a photocopy to Black. 
Through its reaction to Black and 
other critics, PW quickly revealed 
itself to be a full-blown vanguardist 
racket. 

As the situation escalated from 
month to month, each action by Black 
or PW seemed to up the ante, provok- 
ing a corresponding harsher reaction. 
Flatly denying all criticism, PW 
mounted a major disinformation 
campaign against its critics and 
enemies, referring to them as “rabid” 
anti-authoritarians and the “lunatic 
fringe” (terms which some of its 
enemies were more than pleased to 
détourn and adopt). At times, as in 
the case of the “yoghurt wars” 
episode, the hostilities were not 
without their baroque and humorous 
aspects. A PW member had emptied 
a container of yoghurt over Black in 
a supermarket and Black retaliated 
by doing the same thing to PW mem- 
ber Lucius Cabins while he and 
others were hawking the magazine 
on a street corner. A Keystone Cops 
chase ensued as Cabins lit out after 
Black, and a brief tussle dh the 
ground took place... after which 
Black and Cabins immediately called 
the cops on each other. 

In his Processed World: the Real Ter- 
ror Network, Black had declared that 
the PW project must be “terminated” 
— a terminally stupid move which, 
predictably, only ended up forcing 
him to flee San Francisco. While I 
agreed with exposing and denounc- 
ing PW, it seemed to me that Black's 


call to terminate the project could 
only end up in a calling-the-cops and 
courtroom circus, which was exactly 
what was happening. 

When Black sent me a "No Busi- 
ness as Usual; Torch the Processed 
World office" poster which was being 
put up locally at that point, if I had 
been a good little "type 3" militant 
presumably I would have caught the 
first Greyhound to San Francisco and 
torched the place ... which just hap- 
pened to have people living above it. 
Actually, someone did attempt it one 
night but was spotted and chased off. 
When in a more recent tangle a Sub- 
genius, John Hagen-Brenner, sent 
Black a letter bomb (which Black was 
able to neutralize by throwing it 
against a wall), ironically in the Dis- 
cussion Bulletin a mortified Black 
gasps "This has never happened, to 
my knowledge, to anyone in the 
political cultural fringe", and in Anar- 
chy that "This isa first in the anarcho- 
marginals milieu" (his emphasis). 
How short — or selective — his 
memory is. When he is not playing 
the victim (and often enough, as I 
mentioned, he has been a victim), 
Black has been known to not-so-sub- 
tly remind people of his reputation 
when it will gain psywar leverage 
against, as he puts it, anyone who is 
"stupid enough to fight with me in 
the courts or in other ways" (this 
from a guy who is always complain- 
ing about a lack of criticism of his 
texts!). "I trouble their consciences", 
he warned, for example, in his boring 
spat with the Small Press Alliance, 
"and show up their postures — and I 
do more than that, as they well 
know.” 

In my letters to Black, I was becom- 
ing more and more critical of his ac- 
tivities and attitudes, and in 1985 
Black sent mea letter demanding that 
I publicly “take [his] side” (not that 
of the other people he mentions, it 
should be noted), as a condition for 
an ongoing relationship. Rubbing my 
nose rather forcefully in his double 
standard, on the back of this letter was 
a photocopy of a letter from Peter 
Wilson of Semiotext(e) (one of the 
journals Black mentions being pub- 
lished in in his letter) in which at one 
point, amid discussion about the 
upcoming issue of the journal in 
which a long anti-work text by Black 
would be published, Wilson states 
that “Semiotext(e) is certainly not go- 
ing to take sides” in the PW affair (1). 
As for the Village Voice, another 
journal Black mentions being pub- 
lished in, the sooner it goes belly-up 
the better. Liberal rackets like the 
Voice need the pizazz of “cultural 
revolutionaries” like Black to put a 
little pep in their pap — Black sells. 

Black began his... dare I say Ham- 
let-like letter by accusing that I 
“threaten[ed] to board Processed 
World's boat", having arrived at this 
conclusion, apparently simply 
because of my increasingly harsh 
comments about his activities, which 
he brushed off as “quibbling over tri- 
fles". Although he's too stupid, as his 
critique of Spider Rainbow shows, to 
have ever noticed it, Black was quick- 
ly becoming an organizer, with all the 
attendant objectification of the 
organized. As he candidly spluttered 
in Baby, “Where are the mindless 
thugs when we really need them?” 
Although Black (rightly) complains 
about "informal dominators", this 
kind of thinking has more to do with 
formal domination than anything 
else. In effect, Black has recently been 
attempting to play the "mindless 
thug" card, as he mentions in one of 
his mailouts: "So I photocopied 
Stang's reviews [Ivan Stang, Sub- 
genius head honcho] of 20-plus hate 
groups whom he doubtlessly 
assumed would never see what he 
was saying behind their backs. I sent 
them to the groups, along with his 
real name, home address and home 
phone number." This was before 
Black received a bomb from a Sub- 


genius, and may well have had some- 
thing to do with his receiving it (I), 
though nothing in Black’s mailouts 
leads me to believe that Stang had 
anything to do with the bomb Black 
received (though it can’t be ruled out, 
either), or had done much of any- 
thing to him. But for moralist Black, 
“betrayal” of his godlike self takes 
many forms and is the worst of sins. 
Not that Black isn’t looking for 
equals, as he said in one of his earlier 
tracts. But there are only a few of 
those, as he constantly reminds us 
(when he's not feigning modesty). In 
the meantime, foot soldiers are 
needed to fight his wars (see his 
“Harassment by the Small Press 


SS eae 
Q: OK now — you have any hobbies? 
A: Revenge. 


Q: No guilt? 
A: Well, guilt is a tactic... I 
don’t hesitate to play on guilt. 
As one rock promoter said 
when his goons beat me up, 
“Tt comes with the territory.” 

— from an interview with 

Bob Black 
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Alliance" mailout for a classic 
example of his "I'm calling in my 
chips" dragooning and arm-twisting. 
Or there's his "Bomb "Em If They 
Can't Take A Joke" mailout about the 
bomb he received, subtitled "The 
Epistle To The Black Legions", which 
ends with a long list of precise 
instructions for potential militants, 
though, to their credit and unfor- 
tunately for leaders like Black, as he 
himself notes, most of those close to 
his outlook "aren't followers". Black 
thinks he's anti-organization, but, on 
the contrary he is a one-man 
organization). 

In his 1985 letter, if I didn't writea 
statement supporting him, Black 
threatened that "sooner or later" he 
would "catch up" with me. Although 
Iwas wellaware of the "dark side" of 
Black's personality, to have it snarl- 
ing in my direction came as quite a 
shock (in effect, until then our cor- 
respondence had been — it seemed to 
me — very friendly). In spite of the 
above, I wrote several letters saying 
that I expected to write some kind of 
statement. I was intending to visit 
San Francisco in a couple of months 
and I didn't see the point in writing 
one immediately when I would soon 
have a chance to talk to people there. 
Istill felt a strong friendship towards 
Black (feelings which don't dissipate 
from one moment to the next), and 
was worried about what would hap- 
pen to him in the then-climaxing PW 
affair. I was also, frankly, as has been 
the case with others who have known 
him, somewhat dazzled by him. As 
the weeks went by, I pondered his 
letter in a colder and colder light — 
did I really want a relationship with 
this guy anyway? Ultimately, as 
opposed to going through San Fran- 
cisco, I traveled in a different direc- 
tion. At this point I still expected to 
write some kind of statement but 
shortly decided that, as far as I was 
concerned, Black was an asshole — 
albeitan often very perceptive one — 
and that I wasn't interested in his 
friendship. I didn't write a break let- 
ter; I simply wrote no more personal 
letters (and of course I was aware that 
my not writing a letter supporting 
him constituted a break anyway). 

Although I didn’t write a state- 
mentas ordered, Idon’t think thatmy 
involvement in the PW affair was-as 
negligible as the impression given by 
Black. He sent me extra copies of The 
Baby and the Bathwater, his account of 
the affair, and I made more and dis- 
tributed them, and at least half a 
dozen people read my copy. I sent or 
gave copies to people in Kick It Over 
and Strikel, the two major journals in 
thearea at that point, people who had 
already been denounced by Black 
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and probably wouldn't have read it 
otherwise. I talked to a number of 
people I knew who were involved in 
these projects but was not really close 
to (except for one person), although 
in effect I argued anti-PW as opposed 
to pro-Black. Having already tangled 
with him, they were not overly 

tive to Black’s account, although one 
person, Steve Ellams (he’s now 
"retired"), was moved to adopt a 
more sympathetic outlook towards 
Black. As well, Baby and the rack- 
etization of PW wasa learning exper- 
ience for a number of people who 
were just getting involved in anti- 
authoritarian politics locally at this 
point, although 3000 miles away the 
spine-tingling intensity Black refers 
to was hardly the case. My opinions 
about PW were well known around 
here and if there were to be any 
groundswell of reaction to what was 
taking place, it would probably only 
have occurred through people talk- 
ing about it and thrashing it out on a 
local basis (compared, say, to sending 
a death threat to PW members, as Ted 
Lopez did). 

When I learned that Sally Frye’s 
exclusion from Ideas and Action and 
No Middle Ground meant that she was 
also being excluded from Strikel, I 
complained to Rikki and Bruce of 
Strikel, but San Francisco Workers’ 
Solidarity Alliance member Tom Wet- 
zel had already talked to Bruce on the 
phone and Sally was dead meatas far 
as Strikel was concerned. I hardly 
knew most of the people involved in 
Strikel and had no real influence on 
the project. 

When, quite a bit later, former 
Processed World member Stephanie 
Klein's account came out, I wrote to 
her and she sent a package of copies 
(which she was distributing free) to 
Alternative Bookshop (available 
from Stephanie Klein, P.O. Box 7353, 
Menlo Park CA 94025, USA). 

Black’s mention of Sally Frye and 
Kevin Keating is not without its 
humorous aspect, because in Baby he 
was lecturing Keating for humiliat- 
ing himself by not doing an account 
of the affair, and Sally Frye, whom 
Black berated and dismissed in Baby 
as a “dingbat” (some support!), says 
that “I thought that Bob Black’s 
actions were deplorable”. But then, 
why would the opinions of a 
“dingbat” be of any importance? As 
the above would indicate, the judg- 
ments of our self-appointed official 
interpreter of “the record” are not 
without their subjective aspect, and 
his mini-chronology, in effect, is quite 
arbitrary and self-serving. Chaz Bufe 
first unleashed his loose cannon not 
against Black, or about Processed 
World, but, with his review of one of 
Fredy Perlman's books, against the 
Detroit primitivists. In his Listen, 
Anarchist! Bufe attacked Black and 
gave a very distorted account of the 
PW affair, but he spent as much if not 
more time attacking Fifth Estate and 
the primitivists. Mike Kolhoff, the 
next anarcho-syndicalist heresy 
slayer to come along, began attacking 
the primitivists and the “neo-indi- 
vidualists" simultaneously. Concern- 
ing Kolhoff's "Call" for an anarchist 
federation, Black says that Kolhoff’s 
“verbal threats against the Fifth Estate 
are designed to discourage the atten- 
dance of the unorthodox.” Black is 
quite aware that the anti-civilization 
current doesn’t fit into the anarcho- 
syndicalist picture any more than the 
“type 3's", despite his insinuation 
that we assume “a community of 
values” with them. 

As for “apologizing” for using my 
“native language”, there is no apol- 
ogy for (or defence of) it. Black 
expects me to salute “my” native lan- 
guage? Next he'll expect me to salute 
“my” country! Questioning language 
itself would seem to be a more fruit- 
ful endeavour, a feeling which is only 
enhanced by all the stupid cheerlead- 
ing for one set of sounds as opposed 
to another which is going on locally. 
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It is certainly true, though, that the 
milieu's inability to react to the PW 
affair, and to clearly perceive the 
racketization that PW was imple- 
menting, revealed a fundamental rot- 
tenness in the milieu as a whole 
(although in flushing out the PW 
authoritarians, Black effectively 
flushed himself out too). I undoub- 
tedly should have done more against 
PW, and Black is right that I was “a 
mainstream anarchist” — everyone 
starts somewhere, and that’s where 
most people in this milieu start. It 
takes a while to look around, check 
out possibilities and find out which 
way you want to go. The PW affair 
and breaking with Black were impor- 
tant learning experiences, and when 
Black came out with his “Mailing 
Their Way To Anarchy” and stupidly 
decided to become perhaps the most 
visible cheerleader for the 
“marginals’ milieu", I didn't regret 
not following his path. Most of us 
may well be “marginals” but that's 
certainly no reason to fetishize a 
milieu which, on the whole, is hardly 
radical to say the least. Black amuses 
himself lambasting his enemies, but 
perhaps his most important failing is 
that, despite the impression given in 
his letter, he is not negative enough. In 
a recent issue of Black Eye, for exam- 
ple, he was urging a "generous, 
empathetic understanding" of a grab 
bag of subgroups in the marginals’ 
milieu, with even a completely 
uncritical myth-making boost being 
given to the Subgenius art racket. In 
any case, Black is mainly repeating 
what he said ten years ago, and 
whether his puns have as much zing 
as they did then or not, what I want 
to know is when is he going to learn 
to laugh at himself? 


gam of Marxism, anarchism and 
labour reform which they refer to, 
variously, as “libertarian unionism”, 
“libertarian socialism”, or “anarcho- 
syndicalism". The Libertarian Labor 
Review was begun by U.S. anarcho- 
syndicalists who saw a need for a 
journal that would remain true to the 
principles of anarcho-syndicalism 
and revolutionary unionism as 
expressed at the founding confer- 
ence of the International Workers’ 
Association (AIT). 

Nowhere does your article make 
reference to the fact that anarcho-- 
syndicalists, while recognizing the 
inevitability of work, wish to radical- 
ly transform its character. In the LLR 
and elsewhere, we have discussed 
extensively the need for sharp reduc- 
tions in working hours, for workers 
to eliminate useless and 
counterproductive jobs, to fight for 
self-management on the job and in 
our communities, to refuse to under- 
take work which is socially or 
environmentally destructive, to fight 
sexism and war, etc. Interestingly, 
while you seek to imply thatanarcho- 
syndicalists have nothing of sig- 
nificance to say about the ongoing 
ecological devastation, you make no 
attemptto criticize our own article on 
the subject. Instead you quote, entire- 
ly out of context, from a brief-com- 
ment in which we note that even the 
Fifth Estate has repeatedly and 
prominently declared its opposition 
to anarchism (insisting that it is a 
^wasm" and that we must go 
"beyond anarchy") to support your 
claim that we seek to make your 
tendency disappear. Whether your 
tendency continues or not, it is by its 
own repeated declarations not anar- 
chist and in fact stands counterposed 


terminology or by ignoring the arena 
in which the most vital decisions 
about the future of our planet and our 
society are made on a daily basis. We 
invite readers interested in anarcho- 
syndicalist ideas to write and request 
a sample copy. (Please enclose U.S. $ 
2.50) Those specifically interested in 
an anarcho-syndicalist approach to 
the environment should request LLR 
#6. 

Yours for a world without bosses, 


[illegible signature] for LLR 


Libertarian Labor Review 
P.O. Box 2824 
Champaign, Il 61820 
USA 


Michael responds: LLR's statement 
about Workers Solidarity Alliance — 
that "Its founders and journal are 
implacably hostile to the very prin- 
ciples upon which the anarcho-- 
syndicalist movement has been 
built" — is a convenient warning 
about what to expect concerning their 
opinions about anyone else. For these 
purer-than-pure anarchists, the jour- 
nal of the official American repre- 
sentatives of the anarcho-syndicalist 
International Workers’ Association 
(WA) is a  pseudo-anarcho-- 
syndicalist journal (strange that none 
of their sister organizations noticed 
that!). Every time you turn around, in 
effect, it seems that an LLR member is 
mounting a soapbox and issuing a 
purge pronunciamento against one 
group of undesirables or another. 
Having attended two of the continen- 
tal anarchist gatherings and one 
regional one, no one has ever said 
that I was unwelcome. However, 
these folks are just dying to set up an 
apparatus that would keep me out, In 
fact, by the time they get through 


Will the Real IWA Rep 
Please Stand Up? 


We recently received your first 
issue, and are writing to take excep- 
tion to “The ‘Bufe-ooneries’ Con- 
tinue”. Time does not permit a 
detailed refutation of the distortions 
and misrepresentations of anarcho- 
syndicalism found in this lengthy 
text. Instead we are writing to clarify 
only a few points, in which you 
misrepresent our views and/or 
activities. To begin, we should note 
the inappropriateness of looking to 
the Workers Solidarity Alliance as an 
exponent of anarcho-syndicalism. 
While a few misguided anarcho— 
syndicalists may belong to that 
organization, its founders and jour- 
nal are implacably hostile to the very 
principles upon which the anarcho- 
syndicalist movement has been built, 
instead promoting a curious amal- 


to the anarchist struggle to build a 
free, self-managed society. Nor is LLR 
#6 our first discussion of the impor- 
tance of environmental struggles. 
Members of our editorial collective 
have addressed ecological issues in 
the pages of the Industrial Worker, a 
wide variety of anarchist and alterna- 
tive journals, and through work in 
our communities for better than a 
decade. 

Anarcho-syndicalists around the 
world are working to overthrow 
wage slavery, engaging in practical 
struggles with our fellow workers to 
take control of our workplaces and 
our communities. Unlike your 
editor(s) we are not ashamed of being 
workers, nor do we believe that the 
reality of work and oppression can be 
eliminated by choosing a different 


purging the less than pure, you could 
probably hold the gatherings in 
someone's living room! 

LLR's quite distorted statement 
about Fifth Estate neglects to take into 
account FE’s response to similar 
accusations made by LLR member 
Jon Bekken in a letter to the FE a few 
years back (and in effect the FE has 
just printed another of Bekken's I'm- 
running-you-out-of-the-milieu form 
letters in their most recent issue). Ina 
letter that was printed in the Discus- 
sion Bulletin, Peter Werbe of the FE 
neatly sums up the whether-anar- 
chism-is-a-"wasm" question when he 
ends his letter ^For Anarchy, not 
anarchism", underlining an essential 
feature of the outlooks of many of us 
who desire anarchy — a stateless 
world — but have no interest in any 


“isms”, i.e. ideologies. 

In response to the letter that Jon 
Bekken of LLR sent to FE a few years 
back (The FE printed his most recent 
one without a response), Dogbane 
Campion replied that “Bekken 
implies that I wrote of the need to go 
‘beyond anarchism’, when, in fact, all 
I said was that such a theme, 
proposed by someone at the gather- 
ing, might ‘have led in an interesting 
direction’. But I'll take this oppor- 
tunity,” Campion then adds, “to 
demonstrate an area where classical 
anarchist writings fall short of under- 
standing the forces of modern 
domination, and therefore, the sour- 
ces of liberty: the question of technol- 
ogy and science.” He then continues 
on for a couple of pages about these 
and related subjects. But as he says 
elsewhere in the same article, “The 
anarchist vision, in other words, if it 
is to remain true to its own spirit, 
must evolve and grow, Otherwise we 
are left with the brittle shell of a 
century-old ideology — the anar- 
chism of ideologues.” As opposed to 
the self-banishment LLR implies, 
these are obviously the words of 
someone who sees himself very much 
within the “milieu”, i.e, the ensemble 
of anti-authoritarian tendencies. As I 
said in my article, "Because we also 
wish to abolish the state and capital, 
we're an integral part of the ... milieu 
».. whether he (Bekken) likes it or not,” 
and, I should add, whether I like it or 
not: "choosing a different terminol- 
ogy,” to use LLR's phrase, changes 
nothing. Everyone is perfectly aware 
of who is in the milieu, the relation- 
Ships between different tendencies, 
and the (often enormous) distances 
which separate us. 

As opposed to attempting "to 
imply that anarcho-syndicalists have 
nothing to say about the ongoing 
ecological tion" as LLR 
states, in my clear 
guish between (and quote in detail) 
those people — almost exclusively in 
the IWW or Reality Now from what 
T've seen — who have a more positive 
approach to ecology, and those, like 
LLR, who are simply alternative 
voices of the ideology responsible for 
the present industrial nightmare (not 
that a more ecological approach 
would resolve all, or most, of the 
problems inherent in anarcho-- 
syndicalism; there are many others, 
as my essay points out). LLR is cor- 
rect, though, in saying that little 
space was devoted to their text on 
ecology (although Bekken's quote, as 
opposed to being out of context, 
obviously creates its own context). 
LLR's very small (four-member) 
project/organization apparently 
plays a vanguard role on the anarcho- 
syndicalist scene as faras they're con- 
cerned, but what they are saying, 
although I’m sure they disagree, is 
basically identical to what members 
of the IWA (with a few exceptions, 
apparently) are saying, and they 
were lumped in with the rest of the 
mainstream high-techies (the more 
one sees of these critiques, in effect, 
now that the anarcho-syndicalists are 
coming out with them — and it took 
LLR six issues to say anything about 
ecology — the more they look the 
same, in my experience). If their com- 
plaint about a lack of quotes is under- 
standable, my comments were 
addressed as much to LLR, as they 
well know, though they choose to 
ignore them, But if for these busy, 
busy, busy militants, “time does not 
permit a detailed refutation” of my 
long, well-documented text, or 
indeed much of any kind of refuta- 
tion, Ihave no intention of going back 
to quote their piece now. Readers are 
welcome to check it out themselves. 
In fact, I think the Dolgoff quote stat- 
ing that unions “should be fighting 
the de-industrialization of American 
industry” which was included in my 
text captures the essence of LLR’s 
approach, and tells us all we really 


need to know about these dinosaurs, 
who clearly belong with the other 
“heavy metal” fans in the most reac- 
tionary wing of anarcho-syndicalism 
ecology-wise. LLR members, in 
effect, are perhaps the most fervent 
proselytizers for precisely the kind of 
alienation I described: people’s com- 
plete absorption into modern techno- 
capital/the megamachine. Already 
barking out orders, people must inte- 
grate into it, future factory manager 
Jeff Stein informs us: “Unions and 
individual workers must take inde- 
pendent initiatives to learn about 
computers and electronics. Com- 
puter literacy," says Stein, ^... may 
become nearly as important to 
workers as literacy itself has become 
in the past.” The language of humans 
and machines must become one. 
“Nowhere does your article make 


— reference," LLR complains, ^to the 


fact that C G eei: ats while 
recognizing the inevitability of work, 
wish to radically transform its char- 
acter.” Well, with a few exceptions, 
they don't. Since the megamachine 
itself secretes the work necessary to 
run it, that’s the work the anarcho- 
syndicalists are stuck with. If capital 
has been reducing the workforce as 
much as possible for decades through 
automation, has moved whole indus- 
tries to the Third World to save 
labour costs, and there are still jobs 
for 94.3% of the American adult 
population, this is a clear warning 
about how much work it really takes 


they deliver — or of simply deliver- 
ing more of the same. LLR's state- 
ment, in fact, contains a considerable 
element of bluff. 

Although LLR accuses me of 
"ignoring thearenain which the most 
vital decisions about the future of our 
planet and our society are made on a 
daily basis," in effect it is they who 
ignore — or deny the existence of — 
the techno-elite which is necessary to 
run industrialism. 


“A Limiting, Fragmented 
Label” 


Dear Demolition Derby, 

The following few notes are 
intended as a critique of Michael's 
systematic use of the term 
"primitivist/primitivism" in his arti- 
cle “The 'Bufe-ooneries' Continue" to 


o di the critical current or currents 
which are expressed, for example, in 


the Fifth Estate, Anarchy, Interroga- 
tions . and Demolition Derby. It is not 
the article as a whole that they will 
question, whose basic critique I 
believe I am in agreement with. I 
would therefore like to raise several 
points in order to demonstrate in 
what way the use of this term isin my 
opinion erroneous and indeed perni- 
cious, 


1) First, its use leads to placing our- 
selves on the same terrain as those 
who wish to debilitate and deform 
our critique of capitalism and of 


2) This term tends to mask the 
roots of our rejection of this world. 
Our disgust becomes not the product 
of what we in effect are living and 
undergoing on a daily basis and the 
thoughts that it gives birth to in us, 
but of an ideological reference to 
another kind of “society” about 
which we have no direct knowledge. 
Why always look for a reference out- 
side us to express our aspirations: 
such and such a theorist, state ... or 
“primitive nature”? 

3) As well, what does this 
"primitivism" refer to? Is it to an 
idealized vision of what we term 
primitive societies (?) are supposed 
to be (or more precisely to have 
been)? If so, what exactly do we know 
about them? With respect to the true 
(pre-historic) primitives, we can 
obviously gain no basic conception of 
their social lives / the relationships in 
their lives. For us, the fantasies of 
prehistorians cannot clarify anything 
whatsoever. And even if one wished 
to excessively prolong this 
primitivism (for Gaul, until the 
Roman invasions, for example), what 
precise knowledge do we have about 
our Celtic ancestors, who besides are 
not very distant from us in time? 

Now concerning what are called 
"contemporary" primitive peoples 
which have been studied by explor- 
ers, and subsequently by ethnol- 
ogists, I would simply say that they 
are as primitive as you or I. The same 
Bap as us separates them from their 


to run the megamachine. And since 
most anarchist projects I've seen are 
notall that well organized, at least in 
the highly mechanical sense neces- 
sary to run industrialism, it may well 
take more work for the anarcho-- 
syndicalists to run it. Also, it should 
not be forgotten that the syndicalists 
have a way of promising more than 


civilization more generally. To use a 
limiting, fragmented label ... would 
be only too pleasing to those who 
would like to make people believe 
that our analysis — like theirs — is 
partial, rather than one which aims at 
being all-encompassing; that we are 
ideologues competing with other 
ideologues on the same terrain. 


distant ancestors, one during which 
thousands of social forms and all-- 
encompassing questionings have 
been put to the test. Nothing allows 
it to be said that a significant 
resemblance between their ways of 
associating with each other and those 
of their ancestors exists. The concept 
of a preserved primitive virginity is 
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blind to the permanence — from one 
century to the next — of voyages, 
confrontations between dissimilar 
peoples,... At most one can say that 
they represent human choices that 
have appeared during the course of 
human evolution which are different 
from the ones we know. 

More specifically, let us now look 
at peoples such as those studied by 
someone like Clastres (who, besides, 
like Michael appreciate). We should 
first note that it is a question of a 
small number of peoples in limited 
areas of the globe (with respect, of 
course, to “non-civilized” popula- 
tions only). Why were African tribal 
peoples, for example, not studied as 
closely? Aren't they part of the pic- 
ture? But let us limit ourselves to the 
peoples which were in fact studied. 
Whatdo the conclusions that Clastres 
has been able to draw from them rep- 
resent: objective facts about the ways 
of life of communities which have 
escaped industrial domination? An at 
times improper interpretation of real 
facts (facts which are at times them- 
selves falsified by the peoples in 
question)? The projection of the 
aspirations of the observer himself? A 
little of all these, undoubtedly! 
Besides, from my outlook this is scar- 
cely important. Even hypothesizing 
an extreme case in which it all 
becomes only an immense utopia in 
which it is ultimately Clastres who 
expresses himself through Native 
peoples, this would in no way change 
the value of an attempt to demon- 
strate that humans are not necessarily 
slaves of the State. What is important 
is that Clastres the man devoted part 
of his life to writing it. The truth of 
his analysis, however greater or 
lesser it may be, will in any case in no 
way have an effect on our liberation, 


4) I can easily imagine feeling a 
need to grab on to “something else”, 
an elsewhere or another era, in order 
to offer oneself a representation of a 
fragment of what another life could 
be. It could be certain American Na- 
tives, or if one wishes to connect with 
our "roots" (D, Celtic tribes or 
medieval communes! Our vision is 
often deformed and idealized ... 
everything is grist to the 
imagination’s mill. If, on the other 
hand, the imagination chooses a 
model, a reference, a whole world of 
possibilities is closed off; it even 
becomes difficult to understand 
those who imagine another kind of 
life in a different manner, 

It is no easy task to radically 
criticize this world while living in it 
at the same time, to conceive of the 
possibility of another life which has 
no model one can attach oneself to 
and at times no words to express it; to 
feel a sense of affinity with others 
who are sometimes thousands of 
kilometers away — without being 
able to put a label on it which could 
help us to recognize each other and to 
be recognized by others. The only 
weapons we presently possess are a 
confidence among those who com- 
pose our small “community of 
thought” and an absence of com- 
promises in our critique. These few 
remarks should therefore be in no 
way considered an attempt to dis- 
tance myself or to search out differen- 
ces between us, but as an element of 
our common reflection. 


Héme 
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"Particularly Welcome Was 
Your Critique of Anarcho— 
Syndicalist Miserabilism" 


Congratulations on what is hope- 
fully the first of many issues of 
Demolition Derby. It is encouraging to 
see more publications which discuss 
ideas that a decade ago were held by 
only a handful of people. 

Particularly welcome was your 
critique of anarcho-syndicalist 
miserabilism. It is clear that there is a 
healthy revulsion against technology 
in the current period of radicaliza- 
tion, so these debates will continue. 
The technological “common sense” 
of the a-syndicalists flows from the 
culture as a whole and presents a real 
obstacle to deepening revolutionary 
perspectives. Though some of the 
arguments over technology may 
seem obscure, they will have an 
impact outside their specific area, for 
example on radical greens and Earth 
First!ers who see them. 

One general observation, followed 
by some clarifications of my own 
work as discussed in the article. It 
was fascinating to see primitivism 
implicitly treated as a political ten- 
dency with a coherent viewpoint. 
This is probably true in some partial 
sense; “we anti-authoritarian prim- 
itivists", as Michael William puts it, 
know who we are. Nevertheless, I 
think it advisable to stress that the 
primitivism of our milieu is only a. 
Single manifestation of a much 
broader social current. 

Primitivism today starts most of all 
from the recognition of the tension 
between the two million years our 
species lived as gatherers-hunters 
and the ten thousand or so years that 
have followed; furthermore, a ten- 
Sion exists between the entire 
spectrum of vernacular societies and. 
civilization/state societies. Primi- 
tivism is the literary-scientific- 
anthropological-aesthetic-political 
discourse that explores and articu- 
lates that tension, not a political ten- 
dency with a programmatic position. 

Thus, a recent critical (and politi- 
cally radical) anthropology has 
begun to explode the many mysti- 
ques (a better word than myths) of 


civilization in general, and modern 
(generally Western) capitalism 
specifically, by demystifying its 
ideologically charged charac- 
terizations of primal societies and 
affirming many of the lifeways and 
much of the wisdom of these 
societies. Naturally and inevitably, 
the same perspective has appeared 
among those people involved in the 
actual defence of extant tribal 
peoples from imperialism. Thus, the 
anarcho-syndicalist simpletons are 
not just vilifying “us”, but tribal 
peoples and their worldwide move- 
ment that is reorganizing their vision 
and fighting in their interests. 
Moreover, primitivism is a recur- 
rent movement throughout history 
that rebels against the process of 
detribalization and the relations of 
power that slowly erode egalitarian 
communities and bring about the 
state. To scornfully dismiss this resis- 
tance, as Bufe and his comrades do, is 
thus to defend the original counter- 
revolution, either as a good in itself 
or as a traditional stage (lasting at 
least ten thousand years, presumab- 
ly!) to the high-tech anarchist utopia 
that needed industrial capitalism, 
science and all the other antecedents 
of class society to lay its groundwork. 
Historians have in fact labeled 
such diverse movements primitivist 
as the peasant revolutions in the mid- 
dle ages, the communist com- 
munities during the late Roman 
Empire, taoism, the Ghost Dance 
religion, etc., and anarchist and radi- 
cals have investigated them as 
precursors and companion develop- 
ments of modern anarchism (see 
Rexroth’s Communalism, for exam- 
ple). So the workerists are also dis- 
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missing this rich and varied tradition 
as well. 

Therefore, because this 
phenomenon does not belong to us 
alone, but is rather a natural and 
recurring response to civilization’s 
horrors, as well as diverse and even 
contradictory literary-artistic-critical 
discourse, and even less a coherent 
practice, it is important to be clear 
that this is no single vision, and does 
not automatically suggest what we 
(potentially millions of) primitivists, 
anti-authoritarian or otherwise, 
believe. The recognition, with Stan- 
ley Diamond, that “The longing for a 
more primitive mode of existence is 
no mere fantasy or sentimental 
whim; it is consonant with fun- 
damental human needs, the fulfill- 
ment of which (although in different 
form) is a precondition for our sur- 
vival,” only opens a discussion. It is 
an articulation neither of those needs 
nor of the “different form” in which 
they are likely to be filled. Thus, even 
the relation between the critique of 
civilization and the critique of tech- 
nology is problematic and very rich. 
The simplistic pragmatists who dis- 
miss the critique of technology as just 
another fantasy or whim of 
primitivism are thus also ignoring an 
entire historical tradition and com- 
plex discourse (which you rightly 
noted). These complexities have also 
been ignored by primitivists (Miss 
Ann Thropy being a classic example). 

With that in mind, look at one 
argument among those of us 
anathematized as primitivists. It dis- 
cusses the origins and nature of 
agriculture, a debate that has mostly 
goneon in the pages of the Fifth Estate 
between John Zerzan, Bob Brubaker, 
Earth Firstler "Miss Ann Thropy", me 
and other correspondents. It went on 
for several issues, and I don't think 
readers can completely understand it 
without Theyare - 
available from the FE Bookservice, 
4632 2nd Avenue, Detroit MI 48201. 

This discussion may be obscure, 
butitdoes reflect the ambiguities and 
differences that exist within the 
general cultural and critical 
phenomenon called primitivism. A 
footnote in Michael's article asserts 
that in the course of the agriculture 
debate, I equated "preferring a 
hunter-gatherer lifestyle with advo- 
cating a ‘mass die-off"" (which conse- 
quently would make me guilty of the 
kind of slanderous attack which Bufe 
and company have leveled against 
me). 

Let me be clear about the nature of 
this discussion. Whatever such a 
"preference" for hunting and gather- 
ing lifeways (decidedly not "life- 
styles") might mean for those of us 
living in contemporary urban-- 
industrial civilization, nowhere did I 
attack or demean it. As a matter of 
fact, I even pointed out that hunter- 


gatherer life may be regarded as in 
some sense a kind of golden age of the 
species, and that there is a 
problematic relationship between 
sedentarism, agriculture and the rise 
of civilization. Nor could I be accused 
ofrejecting the experience of contem- 
porary gathering-hunting peoples; I 
have spent much of the last decade 
defending them on a theoretical and 
ona practical level. The Fifth Estate is 
known for this. 

My pointing out the continuities be- 
tween gathering, hunting, fishing 
and horticulture and the contrast 
between all of these vernacular or 
subsistence cultures and economic- 
instrumental civilizations (mega- 
machines) was hardly done to 
discredit these societies. My point 
was, rather, that Zerzan's view of 
plant cultivation as automatically 
and somehow ontologically 
alienated activity, separated from the 
natural world, was both a theoretical 
and practical dead end, harmful to 
the possibility of a deepening 
primitivist discourse and its role in 
transforming the present situation. 

The discussion of Zerzan's thesis 
arose in the context of my essay 
“Return of the Son of Deep Ecology” 
(Spring 1989 FE) because I saw paral- 
lels between his schematic picture of 
the origins of our separation and the 
explanations of deep eco-catastro- 
phists like Miss Ann Thropy. 
Whatever their disagreements, they 
Shared the view, in Zerzan's words, 
that cultivation of plants is "the 
embodiment and generator of 
separated life," and that "liberation is 
impossible without its dissolution." 

Such an argument is theoretically 
bankrupt in a way that parallels the 
problem with deep ecology, par- 
ticularly deep eco-catastrophism: 
Starting from a contrived dualism 
between nature and humanity (or 
"unmediated" relations with nature 
and "symbolic" relations) these posi- 
tions go on to ignore theactual reality 
of primal societies — human cultures 
fully embedded in nature both onjo- 
genically and through symbolic 
exchange, while practicing a full 
spectrum of subsistence activities. 

The suppleness of language makes 
possible analegies between actual- 
ities that may be fundamentally dif- 
ferent in content; in such a manner 
Zerzan, normally suspicious of the 
tricks that language and symboliza- 
tion can play, confuses unique, 
context-specific activities like hor- 
ticulture with production, an activity. 
within and generative of economic- 
instrumental relations and only exist- 
ing in civilization. He ends by falling 
for what horrifies him the most, con- 
fusing the ward and the reality: it no 
longer matters that the Papago hor- 
ticulturist participates with nature 
and in community with nature, as 
soon as foresight and any technique 
is employed, as soon as the seed is 


planted, separation commences. 

I will not repeat the numerous 
examples from primal cultures and 
from nature that show the fallacy of 
this logic; they can be found in the 
debates in the FE. But one can hardly 
accuse me, as Michael William does, 
of closing a question; precisely because 
it remains an “open question”, as 
MW argues, my critique of Zerzan's 
definitive rejection of plant cultiva- 
tion keeps it open and does not allow 
it to be closed by language games 
and a perfunctory, mechanistic 
extremism. 

Of course, Zerzan’s thesis is as 
bankrupt practically as it is theoreti- 
cally; I thought it significant that it 
coincided with the attacks on agricul- 
ture and cheerleading for a mass 
human die-off coming from deep eco- 
catastrophists. In fact, Bob Brubaker 
had already pointed this out in the 
Winter. 1988-89 FE, writing, "Fan- 
tasies about an ultimate return to 
hunting and gathering do little to 
assist our liberation here, in the real 
world." Brubaker pointed out that 
only a precipitous decline in popula- 
tion could bring about even a pos- 
sibility for such a return (Miss Ann 
Thropy's program, more or less), and 
concluded: "Indeed, our immediate 
survival —in a world worth living in, 
if not our survival as a species — 
depends on finding and implementing 
ecologically viable forms of agricul- 
ture that can serve as a basis for a 
liberatory society. The evidence of 
primitive society suggests that such 
an agriculture possible, if only we 
can find our way back to nature.” 

Here Zerzan had an opportunity, 
in his reply, to clarify his differences 
with the deep ecology position on 
agriculture, and did not do so. He 
stuck to his guns. Any agriculture, he 
countered, would tend to conquer 
and thus maintain alienation; that 
was the character of its “inner logic”. 
Regarding the possibility of mass 
starvation, he replied, “If we reach 
‘alarming’ conclusions, then we do. 
Then we'll have to try harder to meet 
the challenge ...” Meanwhile, “Any 
form of agriculture ... is ecologically 
undesirable,” he concluded, quoting 
an Australian ecologist. 

This was the debate as it stood 
when I wrote my contribution to it. 
Given Zerzan's argument, I think I 
was fair to make the comparison with 
Miss Ann Thropy. It is quite possible, 
after all, that Bufe's despicable and 
dishonest comparisons are wrong 
and mine are valid. Bufe, where he 
didn't simply rip off my critique of 
malthusian politics, had to distort 
them to turn me into a malthusian 
myself. In Zerzan's case, however, 
there were significant parallels both 
in the theoretical starting point (lin- 
guistic confusion of culture and 
nature categories, arbitrary dual- 
ism, etc) and in his "alarming" 
conclusions — conclusions which 


Zerzan had ample opportunity to 
qualify. 

Tam notresponsible if Zerzan later, 
without explicitly backing off from 
his earlier position (one grain of 
agriculture is unacceptable and 
alienated), approved someone else's 
reference to "a de-commodified, de- 
capitalized, voluntary, organic de- 
massified sort of agriculture that 
would be gradually ‘deconstructed’ 
until hopefully [my emphasis] it could 
be eliminated altogether.” This is 
precisely the kind of agricultureI was 
trying to defend from Zerzan’s 
blanket condemnation; the fact that 
he raises it as a possible alternative 
tends to undermine his whole argu- 


ment that such activity is inherently 
alienated and the seed, if you will, of 
the whole tragedy. 

I'm still not convinced that even 
such a de-massified form of cultiva- 
tion would be eliminated, because I 
don’t believe it is alienated activity 
(except in the language sense I pre- 
viously discussed, in which any 
subject-object relationship, including 
hunting and gathering, would be 
alienated — a misuse and degrada- 
tion of the term). I don’t pretend to 
know what might be tried or advo- 
cated two hundred years from now or 
under completely different condi- 
tions from those that exist today. But 
I think we owe it to ourselves and our 
readers to consider carefully the con- 
nection between theoretical and prac- 
tical questions, With this in mind I 
have tried to avoid the simplistic 
notion of abolishing mass technics, 
instead discussing an anti-tech 
politics asa process of deconstruction 
(theoretical and practical), a phil- 
osophical inquiry and social practice 
in some instances rapid, in others 
gradual (one does not turn off the 
sewage treatment plant and abandon 
even monoculture wheat fields on 
Day One of the Revolution). The fact 
that these pragmatic realities need 
repeating underscores both the 
stupidity of our critics and the kind 
of gnostic retreat into rarefied ter- 
ritory that comes to resemble the very 
parody of radical luddism that they 
denounce. 

To argue that cultivation is inher- 
ently repressive and alienated is to 
evade a profound historical respon- 
sibility and opportunity and to 
invent a theoretical cudgel (an 
arrogant, dismissive, "ultraist" kind 
of cudgel) to beat down anyone who 
might see a more agricultural society 
— not monoculture, not com- 
modified, capitalized, coercive, inor- 
ganic, massified agriculture but a 
nurturing, wilderness-affirming and 
diversity-loving agriculture that 
lives with the land and begins the dif- 
ficult adventure of restoring and 
renewing it — as an alternative to the 
ongoing disaster we are currently 
experiencing. 
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Can the primitivist, anti-tech dis- 
course be translated into a mode of 
action, play a role in the necessary 
transformation of megamachine 
civilization into a fabric of associated 
communities and cultures participat- 
ing with nature? Or will it become 
just another arid, specialized subcul- 
ture with no connection to anyone's 
real life or to practical realities, a sub- 
culture with its teapot tempests and 
its array of ‘zines catering to an 
increasingly isolated, disengaged 
milieu? More than our own indi- 
vidual destinies is at stake; the world 
has to find its way out of this mess. 
To quote my friend Bob Brubaker, 
“This is where we're at, and what we 
must do; anything else is just whis- 
tling in the dark.” 


George Bradford 
Detroit, MI 
USA 


Michael responds: As the person who, 
in his critiques in the Fifth Estate, has 
probably been the most responsible 
for popularizing the term 
"primitivist", Geo; Bradford's 
comments and clarifications are a 
welcome addition to the present 
debate. I should begin by mentioning 
that the term  primitivist is 
problematic in itself, since it has been 
rejected by some of those who are 
involved in the anti-civilization 
milieu (see the letter from Heme of 
Interrogations). As well, charac- 
terizing a primitivist outlook as a 
“discourse”, albeit a many- 
hyphenated one, is unsatisfactory for 
me, since it could give the impression 
that a primitivist approach is only 
words (or ideas), although elsewhere 
Bradford refers to it as a “social prac- 
tice” as well as a “philosophical 
inquiry.” 

On the other hand, his clarification 
that we are not a “political tendency 
with a programmatic position” is 
well taken. In effect, my article may 
have given the impression of a unity, 
obscuring the existence of diverse 
and at times contradictory view- 
points within the anti-civilization 
milieu. Some of these differences are 
evident in this issue of Demolition 
Derby, as well as in debates which 
have taken place in the Fifth Estate 
and Anarchy. 

Bradford's use of Bob Brubaker's 
quote about "fantasies about an ulti- 
mate return to hunting and gather- 
ing" again illustrates the problems I 
had with some of Bradford's com- 
ments during the agriculture debate 
in the Fifth Estate in that they tend to 
turn hunting and gathering into an 
abstraction. My point in mentioning 
and quoting Nisa, The Life and Words 
ofa IKung Woman was that it is a con- 
temporary, autobiographical account 
which deals in part with the disap- 
pearance of one example of a hunter- 
gatherer way of life. This generalized 
disappearance is happening now, 
during our lifetimes (not a thousand 
years ago), meaning, in a sense, that 
we are living in a special period. 
What I am contending is thata debate 
about and very likely a tension 
between agricultural and hunter- 
gatherer ways of life will occur from 
“Day One of the Revolution”, since 
what happens then will affect what 
happens later. 

Well, I think I'll keep my comments 
short (for once!), and since this may 
be the last issue of Demolition Derby, 1 
sent George Bradford’s letter to John 
Zerzan, whose response follows. 


John Zerzan responds: George Brad- 
ford strives to dismiss the thesis of 
the malignancy of agriculture as a 
contrived, absolutist dualism, a false- 
ly mechanistic either-or, scoffing at 
the idea of a nefarious inner logic to 
domestication. But wouldn't this 
refusal of a qualitative indictment of 
agriculture apply as well against a 
similar “absolutist” rejection of 
capitalism? Bradford would like a 
nice, nurturing agriculture; why not 
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a nice, friendly “Green” capitalism? 
Unless he would defend capitalism 
as not inherently objectionable, so 
much for the argument that the “con- 
tinuities” along the line of history 
render it impossible to accuse 
agriculture per se. Just as there is an 
essentially degrading and alienating 
core to the wage-labour and com- 
modity relationship (capital), there is 
also something indelibly negative, in 
my view, about domestication 
(agriculture), 

Bradford brings forward no par- 
ticulars or argumentation; rather, he 
asserts and insults. He tries his hand 
at guilt by association by dwelling on 
the superficial congruence of my 
critique of ag and that of the "d 
ecology" ideologues, despite the fact 
that I have on several occasions 
attacked the reactionary quality of 
deep ecology as a whole. He says "Of 
course, Zerzan's thesis is as bankrupt 
practically as it is theoretically" 
simply because, as I've publicly con- 
ceded, I have no ready solution to the 
problem of the transition from 
universal domestication to a condi- 
tion of freedom and non-subjugation 
of nature. 

Butin his insistent use of the terms 
“horticulture” or “cultivation” as the 
object of his embrace (instead of 
"agriculture"), he appears, without 
admitting it, to be at least indirectly 
condemning that half of ag which is 
domestication of animals (the first 
half, the initiation to that long road to 
the taming of everything). For all his 
fulminating, could there be hope for 
Bradford yet? 


strategy to deny power to a class of 
people: whether a factory is to be 
operated or destroyed depends on 
both the specifics of the factory and 
on the needs of the people. Anarcho- 
syndicalists have traditionally advo- 
cated that community federations 
make social decisions, rather than the 
unions themselves. 

Anarcho-syndicalists do attempt 
to set up unions, and these in some 
ways resemble the AFL-CIO type 
unions that Americans are familiar 
with. Probably more so than most 
anarchists, Workers Solidarity 
Alliance (WSA) and the International 
Workers’ Association (IWA) are 
aware of the dangers inherent in 
union organizing. In Spain before the 
revolution the anarchists had to form 
a clandestine organization (the FAI) 
within the anarcho-syndicalist CNT 
to keep that union on an anarchist 
course, 

Setting up unions, and hopefully 
seizing control of workplaces, does 
not amount to making “us fully par- 
ticipate in and take on its 
(industrialism’s) alienation as our 
own.” The current popular attitude 
of sleepwalking through industrial, 
consumer-oriented life already 
amounts to this. Certainly what you 
have ascribed to anarcho-syndical- 
ism — getting rid of the capitalists 
only to be ruled directly by capital — 
is a danger. Unfortunately, in this 
world life is dangerous: when a better 
transitional program is presented, I 
will consider it. The criticisms of 
industrial society published in Fifth 
Estate are enlightening, but the post- 


rebel in various ways, ranging from 
political organizing to dropping out 
and living in the street. I have been 
concerned about the eco-crisis since I 
Was a teenager. Yet until recently I 
Was never very active in that move- 
ment. I did anti-war organizing; I 
don’t think we are out of danger from 
nuclear holocaust, I also have done a 
lot of anti-religious work. 

About two years ago I read about 
the ozone hole over Antarctica, did 
some research, and went into shock. 
I then started looking for direct-- 
action-oriented activists to work with 
to stop CFC production. I began sub- 
mitting information to anarchist and 
other alternative magazines. Some of 
it was published. Tom Wetzel used 
the information I sent to Ideas and 
Action to write the “Al Chatfield” ar- 
ticle. What Tom was suggesting by 
way of more organized direct action 
was a sit-down strike in the IBM fac- 
tory in South San Jose, California, 
which is the largest single emitter of 
CFCs in California. 

Everyone carries various intellec- 
tual and emotional baggage from one 
situation to the next; certainly anar- 
cho-syndicalists share that trait. But 
because someone sees things from a 
certain viewpoint does not mean that 
the person is an opportunist and does 
not really care about the environ- 
ment. Nor does taking a first step in 
criticizing industrial society preclude 
taking more steps in that direction. 

It is important to remember that 
pre-industrial society was not a 
wonderful place. It was a slave 
society and a patriarchy to boot. 


“A Transitional Program” 


Dear Demolition Derby, 


This is a response to your article 
"The 'Bufe-ooneries' Continue". In 
general, I found the article to be con- 
structive; even the retorts to Chaz 
were within the realm of fair- play. 
However, I think that anarcho-- 
syndicalism as a movement and asa 
strategy is more likely to lead to radi- 
cal, genuinely anarchist change in 
society than post-situationism. 

Anarcho-syndicalism does not 
stand for industrial self-slavery. Nor 
has it been, historically, a primarily 
industrial movement. In Spain anar- 
cho-syndicalism was as strong in 
many rural areas as it was in Bar- 
celona. In Mexico during the revolu- 
tion it was primarily a rural 
movement. 

The essence of anarcho-syndical- 
ism is not the arrogance of pre-defin- 
ing utopia. Rather it is a transitional 
program: people, to decide their own 
fate, must take power out of the 
hands of the industrialists and 
bureaucrats. Seizing a factory is a 


situationist transitional program at 
this point seems to be to drop outand 
smash machines (when you feel like 
it). I have no problem with that, 
except that I don’t think you can get 
enough people to do it to change 
society. 

Anarcho-syndicalists in the US 
have not been at the forefront of the 
environmental struggle; you are 
mainly correct in saying WSA has just 
plain ignored it, though Bayou La 
Rose, which is anarcho-syndicalist in 
orientation, has covered environ- 
mental and Native American strug- 
gles for over a decade. However, 
rather than welcoming the change, 
you accuse us of being opportunist. 

Allow me to use myself as an 
example. I am the son of an atomic 
soldier: I was conceived only after my 
father's radiation-induced sterility 
wore off. I grew up in Florida, and 
was within the range of the missiles 
during the Cuban Missile Crisis, 
which scared me out of my wits. Asa 
teenager I began discovering how 
messed up myself and society were. 
For about 18 years now I have been a 


Boring work was easy to come by and 
the fruits went to a parasitic agrarian 
ruling class. More so, collective 
insanity, as witnessed by, for 
instance, the mutual mass murder by 
three quite surreal religious sects in 
England (Puritan, Catholic, and 
Church of England) is probably typi- 
cal of what we could look forward to 
if people abandon realism for mys- 
ticism. 

You seem to think there is some- 
thing wrong with being a worker. 
Like trust fund kids, you are too cool 
to work. In primitive societies people 
Work, though it may be more varied 
and fun than what-most people do in 
the industrialized countries. The bur- 
den of work in our society is caused 
by a combination of mindless con- 
sumerism, makework, and social 
parasitism. If unnecessary consump- 
tion and work were eliminated I 
doubt anyone would have to work 
eight hours a week. Dropping out 
does not get the bureaucrats, lawyers, 
trust fund kids (who include quite a 
few, pue pecan and other 
Parasites off our backs; social engin- 


eering creates plenty of willing 
replacements for the few paying jobs 
that exist. Dropping out means 
scavenging goods (like a safe place to 
sleep) from a destroyed landscape, 
which is just another form of accept- 
ing the alienation of modern civiliza- 
tion as our own. Or getting SSI by 
faking mental disability, thereby 
denying that money to someone who 
really needs it and doesn’t have the 
skill to manipulate the system. 

The recent changes in the com- 
munist block have given a new life to 
anarcho-syndicalism. While some 
East Europeans advocate a transition 
to capitalism, many workers and 
intellectuals see this era as an oppor- 
tunity to move forward to libertarian 
communism. Workers’ groups in 
both Poland and the USSR have 
asked to affiliate with the anarcho- 
syndicalist international. Like 
everyone in the modern world, they 
will have to address the issue of 
saving the earth, if that is still pos- 
sible. Dropping out won't do it. 
Seizing the factories, disarming the 
rulers, and then shutting down the 
factories might. 


Bill Meyers 


San Francisco, CA 
USA 


often it is its superior grasp of “scien- 
tific socialism” which is advanced, 
hence the necessity of the 
organization’s leading role in setting 
out the “tasks” it and others are to 
carry out. As well, the discipline, fer- 
vour, hard work and spirit of self- 
sacrifice of the cadre of the 
organization are usually advanced as 
proof of a moral/ political superiority 
which justifies the organization's 
leadership role. But if Meyers is quite 
open in stating what appears self- 
evident to him, at the time the FAT's 
hegemony gave birth, as one might 
imagine, to awkward moments and 
contradictions, and the “domination 
— or at least attempted domination 
— by the FAI", as Burnett Bolloten 
notes in his book The Spanish Revo- 
lution, “was not always openly 
acknowledged by the CNT and FAI 
and indeed was at times completely 
denied.” Whether the strings are 
clearly visible or carefully hidden, 
manipulation remains the centre- 
piece of this arrangement. 

In an event as complex and con- 
tradictory as the Spanish Civil War, 
simplifying into black and white 
terms becomes a frequent tempta- 
tion. For many anti-authoritarians, in 
spite of the exhilarating moments of 
qualitative change which took place, 


The CNT often warned the rank and 
file not to confuse liberty and licen- 


tiousness and declared that those 
who did not work hard were fascists. 


Michael responds: Bill Meyers' vision 
of anarcho-syndicalism is very rosy, 


a ose 

coloured glasses. However, there is 
nothing to be gained by not looking 
at the disturbing and unpleasant 
aspects of anarcho-syndicalist his- 
tory clearly. I should begin by men- 
tioning that although Meyers refers 
to the influence of anarcho-syndi- 
calism in the Mexican revolution, its 
importance there, as far as I have 
been able to ascertain, was tepligible 
(Ramón Eduardo Ruís’ long The Great 
Rebellion, perhaps the best history of 
the period, for example, only men- 
tions the anarcho-syndicalists once). 
Only during the Spanish Civil War, in 
effect, has anarcho-syndicalism been 
in a position to attempt to achieve its 
ideals. In this respect it should also be 
mentioned that Workers Solidarity 
Alliance, the organization Meyers 
belongs to, is not just any anarchist 
organization; it’s a member of the 
same international as the 
"Confederación Nacional del Trabajo 
(CNT), the anarchist-oriented union 
which played a dominant role in the 
anti-authoritarian milieu in Spain 
during the Spanish Civil War. 

But before taking a closer look at 
the CNT, it’s important to pause over 
Meyers’ comment about the 
Federación Anarquista Ibérica (FAI), 
which, he tells us, with respect to the 
CNT, was supposed to "keep that 
union on an anarchist course." To 
some, no doubt, this statement and 
justification will appear self-evident 
and irreproachable. To others, 
though, the idea of an autonomous 
organization within a larger organ- 
ization which it dominates, with all 
the hierarchical, paternalistic and 
manipulative aspects implied, will be 
all too familiar. In effect, being the 
receptacle of ideological purity, keep- 
ing the organization, the revolution, 
etc. "on course" has always been the 
classical reason offered by all self-- 
appointed leaderships in order to 
justify their existence and to assert 
their hegemony. Whereas here it is an 
anarchist purity which can only be 
assured by the organization, more 


the strongest overall sentiment is 
probably one of tragedy. But if events 
forced anti-authoritarians into often 
difficult and at times seemingly 
hopeless situations during” this 
period, it is hard to avoid a very harsh 
judgement concerning the activifies 
of the CNT-FAI. Although Meyers 
States that “Anarcho-syndicalists 
have traditionally advocated that 
community federations make social 
decisions, rather than the unions 
themselves,” this was not the case in 
Spain. On the contrary, here the CNT- 
FAI leadership almost immediately 
opted for joining the government, 
and four “influential militants” from 
the organization became ministers in 
the new State (two of whom were also 
FAI members. So much for keeping 
things on “an anarchist course”, if an 
anti-statist outlook — the classical 
distinguishing characteristic of anar- 
chy — has anything to do with an 
anarchist course). The militarization 
of the militias and the workplace, the 
retention of the most fundamental 
aspects of capitalism — wage labour 
and the money economy — (exceptin 
a few rural areas where money was 
spontaneously abolished briefly), 
accusing the Friends of Durruti and 
other “uncontrollables” who refused 
to submit to the wishes of the CNT- 
FAI of being “agent provocateurs” — 
these are only some of the examples 
which attest to the reactionary role 
played by this organization. Further- 
more, the lie advanced by all 
politicians — that the State has sud- 
denly become user-friendly as a 
result of their organization’s par- 
ticipation in the government, that it 
has “ceased to be a force of oppres- 
sion," was grotesquely pulled out of 
a hat: "But circumstances," according 
to Solidaridad Obrera, the major CNT 
newspaper, "have transformed the 
nature of the Spanish government 
and the Spanish State. At the present 
time, the government, as an instru- 
ment that controls the organs of the 
State, has ceased to be a force of 
oppression against the working class, 
just as the state no longer represents 
a body that divides society into 


classes." But the real importance of 
the decision to join the government, 
taken, according to Vernon Richards, 
“without consulting the rank and 
file’ of the organization, was 
clarified in Claridad, the journal run 
by Largo Caballero, the socialist 
Prime Minister of the new govern- 
ment, when it stated that the 
inclusion of the anarchist ministers 
“would certainly endow the directive 
organ of the nation with fresh energy 
and authority in view of the fact that 
a considerable segment of the work- 
ing class, now absent from its 
deliberations, would feel bound by 
its measures and authority.” 

With being a transmission belt for 
the new state having become the 
most prominent role of the CNT-FAI 
leadership, “in contrast with our atti- 
tude of opposition in the past,” the 
FAI stated, ever in the habit of telling 
everyone else what to do, “it is the 
duty of all anarchists to take part in 
those public institutions which can 
serve to secure and further the new 
state of affairs.” Not that this about- 
face took place, as one might 
imagine, without a considerable 
amount of hand-wringing at times, as 
the following statement by Federica 
Montseny, a FAI member and Health 
Minister in the new government 
attests: “What inhibitions, what 
doubts, what anguish I had to over- 
come personally in order to accept 
that post.” Hand-wringing, however, 
is not enough. 

As the above pattern of coman- 
deerism would indicate, far from 
advocating that “community federa- 
tions make social decisions,” the 
CNT-FAI leadership wasn’t even 
accountable to the union's rank and 
file. Although, as Vernon Richards 
notes, plenums took place in the CNT 
(as opposed to the other organiza- 
tions), “Time and time again plenums 
with momentous agendas were 
called at two or three days’ notice, so 
that it was quite impossible, within 
the time allowed, for the local syndi- 
cates and federations to have an 
opportunity to discuss the questions 
on which their delegates were 
expected to speak on their behalf. 
More often than not, the statement 
issued after such plenums would 
only consist of a few slogans and 
vague expressions of enthusiasm by 
the delegates so that the rank and 
file's first knowledge of the decisions 
reached would be when they were 
faced with a fait accompli ... There is 
sufficient evidence to show that the 
plenums acted as a rubber stamp for 
the decisions taken by the leadership 
of the CNT-FAI ..." 

After the initial defeat of the fascist 
coup attempt in 1936, a profound 
changein theownership of the means 
of production took place in the 
Republican-controlled areas of the 
country, as the factory owners fled or 
were kicked out and their property 
collectivized. Concerning the 
workplace, however, what followed 
was scarcely the idyll the anarcho- 
syndicalist propagandists hoped for. 

As before, the money economy 
continued to chain people to the fac- 
tories in order to “earn a living”. In 
spite of anarcho-syndicalist and 
Marxist propaganda proclaiming 
that the workplaces were now 
"theirs", though, people's fierce 
resistance to work and the factories 
continued, as Michael Seidman docu- 
ments in his pamphlet "Towards a 
History of Workers' Resistance to 
Work: Paris and Barcelona During 
the French Popular Front and the 
Spanish Revolution, 1936-38": 
“.. from the very beginning of the 
revolution, reluctance to work was a 
problem which had to be treated by 
the trade union militants who 
managed the factories and shops in 
Barcelona. Obviously, their resis- 
tance to work contradicted anarcho- 
syndicalist theories of autogestion, 
Which called upon workers to par- 


ticipate and to control their own 
"workplace with the advent of the 
revolution. In other words, workers 
were asked by both anarcho~ 
syndicalist and Marxist activists in 
Barcelona to enthusiastically endorse 
their role as workers. Yet they 
resisted the demands of the union 
militants, who sometimes lamented 
the unattended factory assemblies 
and unpaid union dues. In fact, activ- 
ists claimed that the only way to get 
workers to attend assemblies was to 
hold them during working hours and 
therefore at the expense of produc- 
tion.” 

The CNT leadership's attempt to 
implementa speed-up by eliminating 
traditional holidays met concerted 
resistance: “During the revolution, 
the largely indifferent Catalan work- 
ing class continued to respect tradi- 
tional, mid-week religious holidays. 
The anarcho-syndicalist and com- 
munist press often criticized the 
workers’ adamant defence of these 
traditions, which seem to have been 
ingrained ... in Spanish working class 
culture. In January 1938, Solidaridad 
Obrera and in December 1936, 
Síntesis, the publication of the CNT- 
UGT collective Gros, proclaimed that 
the traditional religious holidays 
could not be used as an excuse to miss 
work. Yet the observance of religious 
holidays (observers never noted a 
significant attendance of Sunday 
Mass by Barcelona 'workers), along 
with absenteeism and lateness, indi- 
cated a continuing desire to escape 
the factory, however rationalized or 
democratic.” Understandably, such 
impediments to ever-increasing 
production were a source of consid- 
erable frustration for the new techno- 
elite, and in an August 1937 
document the Technical-Administra- 
tive Council of the CNT predictably 
grumbled about “bourgeois influen- 
ces”, stating that “the masses must be 
re-educated morally.” One CNT rep- 
resentative, when asked by a UGT (a 
rival Marxist/socialist union) repre- 
sentative whether a work schedule 
could be enforced, stated "I'm afraid 
not. They [the disobedient workers] 
will maintain the same attitude as 
always, and they will not want to 
compromise... It is useless to try any- 
thing when they ignore the agree- 
ments which come from the Building 
Committees, the Section Committees, 
etc. They pay attention to nothing, 
whether the orders originate from the 
CNT or the UGT." 

To assure that work and produc- 
tion/profit remained directly linked, 
piecework, which had been 
abolished briefly, was reinstated. 

Faced with a variety of forms of 
work resistance, the unions “estab- 
lished strict rules and regulations 
which equalled or surpassed the con- 
trols of capitalist enterprises,” and 
“supplemented their coercive rules 
with extensive propaganda cam- 
paigns to convince and compel the 
rank and file to work harder.” One 


factory, Vehils Vidal, called for “love 
of work, sacrifice and discipline”. 
The CNT-UGT collective Panteleoni 
Germans asked that people “dedicate 
themselves to work". Fabbri Coats, a 
textile firm, published a text exhort- 
ing people to ^work, work, work". A 
Solidaridad Obrera article entitled "We 
Impose Strict Discipline in the 
Workplace" was reprinted several 
times in CNT and UGT journals and 
“the CNT often warned the rank and 
file not to confuse liberty and licen- 
tiousness and declared that those 
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fascists.” 

One CNT-UGT factory, Panteleoni 
Germans, "established an-extensive 
work schedule and penalties for late- 
ness. A comrade was appointed to 
control entrances and exits. Work 
assignments and instructions had to 
be accepted ‘without comment’ and 
completed on time. All movements 
within the factory had to be 
authorized by the head of the section, 
and unauthorized movements would 
result in suspension of work and 
salary from three to eight days." At 
Rabat, another CNT-UGT factory, all 
"workers were required to attend as- 
semblies under threat of fines" (com- 
pulsory “self-management”!). “Only 
conversations concerning work were 
allowed during working hours.” 
Another, Artgust, “which had unsuc- 
cessfully asked workers to increase 
production, also enforced rules for- 
bidding conversations, lateness, and 
even the receiving of telephone 
calls.” "The CNT Metallurgical 
Union warned that comrades who 
did not complete their assigned tasks 
would be replaced ‘without any 
consideration’.” 

Another important aspect was the 
militarization of the anarchist 
militias and their absorption into the 
regular army. The following state- 
ment is from the CNT Defence Com- 
mittee of Madrid: "Every militiaman 
shall fulfill the regulations issued by 
battalion committees and century 
and group delegates. He shall not act 
on his own in matters of war and will 
accept without discussion any post 
and any place to which he is 
assigned, both at the front and in the 


reacted to the sell-out by the CNT 
leadership, such as the Friends of 
Durruti, were denounced in the 
strongest of terms, and during the 
1937 May events in Barcelona (an 
uprising against the stranglehold 
increasingly being exerted by the 
Stalinist Spanish Communist Party), 
“the regional committees of the CNT 
and FAL" Burnett Bulloten informs 
us, “denounced the Friends of Dur- 
ruti as agent provocateurs.” 

Asin the case of other political ten- 
dencies, for the anarcho-syndicalist 
leadership, as the above makes clear, 
a “transitional program” can quickly 
become synonymous with making 
every concession ... or else. And 
although Meyers rails about “get- 
ting the ... bureaucrats ... off our 
backs,” it sheds a different light on 
interpretations of that statement as 
well! 

There is much that could be said 
about other points which Meyers 
brings up, but I'll limit myself to a 
couple of brief comments. Pre-- 
industrial societies which were 
“slave societies” controlled by an 
“agrarian ruling class” certainly 
existed, as Meyers points out, but 
there were also many indigenous 
groups that were very egalitarian 
(nobody is suggesting the Aztecs asa 
model!). In fact, it was invariably the 
most “progressive” and “civilized” 
Native peoples who were the most 
reactionary. And without wishing to 
avoid criticizing what is criticizable, 
or to idealize pre-industrial cultures, 
one has to question the self-assurance 
of his blanket statement that none of 
these societies was “a wonderful 
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rear, Any militiaman not obeying the 
regulations issued by battalion com- 
mittees and century and group 
delegates will be punished by his 
group, if the offence is slight, and by 
the battalion committee, if the offence 
is serious.” Unhappy that an anti- 
hierarchical spirit had not been 
entirely stamped out, one CNT 
leader, Cipriano Mera, bitterly com- 
plained about "the excessive 
familiarity between officers and men 
who once belonged to the militias." 
This alienation reached its hallu- 
cinatory summit, perhaps, when 
García Oliver, the anarchist Minister 
of Justice, speaking to students at an 
officers’ training school, recom- 
mended that enlisted men "should 
cease to be your comrades and 
become the cogwheels of our mili- 
tary machine." And in case anybody 
failed to get the message, Solidaridad 
Obrera, the major CNT journal, pub- 
lished daily lists of people who had 
been condemned by military 
tribunals and shot, among other 
reasons, for crimes such as 
“defeatism” and “desertion”. 

In circumstances t 
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place”. After all, what does he really 
know about the way people lived 
hundreds or thousands of years ago? 

And although Meyers attributes 
much of “the burden of work” to 
what he calls “makework”, that 
modern industrialism makes work, at 
any rate, I am more than willing to 
agree with! 

Finally, although I and others who 
contribute to this journal have been 
influenced by the Situationists, I 
don't call myself a  "post- 
Situationist", although others I 
respect may use this term. Demolition 
Derby has publicly been called 
"Situationist", "neo-Situationist", 
and "post-Situationist", but never 
having been a Situationist, I per- 
sonally can't very well be a “post- 
Situationist". 


Putting ^The Factories 
Out to Pasture” 
Dear Demolition Derby, 


Hello. Here in Chicago the cool 
breezes of fall blow through the stale 
streets. It is always reassuring that a 
world exists outside of architecture. 
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Usually, itis the moon hanging above 
it all, but seasons also are healthy 
remembrance of things I've never 
known. 

I'm writing in response to Michael 
William's piece on anarcho-syndical- 
ism and the "anarcho-primitivists", 
My sentiments, emotions, gut-reac- 
tions certainly are with you Michael. 
Civilization, work, blind rationality 
all have got to go. A return to, or a 
move into, (I’m not sure which direc- 
tion this all is) a connection not only 
With each other but also the earth 
should be the basis of our process. 
Our movement (?) should be the 
joyous creation of new life and a 
joyous destruction of the old. 

What I want to say however is not 
meant as a defence of Chaz Bufe. I 
haven't read his article and have seen 
enough of debates focusing on indi- 
viduals rather than on what we are 
doing. What I want to ask is: What 
does the anarcho-syndicalist tradi- 
tion offer us? I do not see the @-synds 
as a monolith, a singular ideology. I 
believe there are strands of it that are 
useful to those of us who seek to plow 
up the pavement and put the fac- 
tories out to pasture (so to speak). 

Amongst the IWW history in par- 
ticular there is strong anti-work sen- 
timent. Not simply that capitalism is 
fucked but work itself is boring, 
dangerous, and a curse, For example, 
“Big Rock Candy Mountain” is the 
utopian world where we will “sleep 
all day” in the place where they 
“hung the Turk who invented work”, 
The songs and stories of Utah Phil- 
lips, who serves as a quasi oral-his- 
torian of the IWW, are filled with 


anti-work, pro-leisure sentiments. 

Another aspect that we should 
continue ina long lineis direct action, 
Certainly the @-synds did not invent 
sabotage or direct action but they 
have helped its continuance. The 
influence on Earth First! is clear. It 
promotes the change of the world 
through one’s own hands rather than 
the proxy politico or preacher. You 
want it? Get it fer yerself! 

Now a point about those damned 
factories. Near my house is a factory 
that makes some iron/steel products. 
Walking by there once I noticed 
smoke billowing out. As it turns out, 
it was normal operating procedure to 
have burning garbage in the build- 
ing. To make it short, the place is a 
nasty polluter of the air and of the 
lives of the people who work there. 
But, the people who work there are 
dependent on it for their survival at 
this time. There’s not much wild 
game in Chicago to hunt and garden- 
ing/farming skills are at a minimum. 
Yes, shut down the factories. But the 
people who are now dependent on 
those factories need to do it. On the 
one hand this seems obvious. We are 
talking about people taking control 
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of their lives. But how? I don’t know. 
But before we forget, remember that 
the general strike, that @-synd big 
goal, is about shutting down in- 
dustry. I guess our problem is to con- 
vince people not to start it back up 
again. 

So, the point of all this is simply 
this: We can’t afford to forget our his- 
tory or to sever our links with other 
anarchist tendencies. This doesn’t 
mean we shouldn’t be critical of our- 
selves and each other. But as the 
internal politics of Earth First! show 
us, movements are not singular, they 
are not black and white. We can learn 
from each other while maintaining a 
healthy skepticism. The Luddites are 
an important inhabitant in my collec- 
tive consciousness, But so are the 
IWW, the gypsies, the Spanish anar- 
chists, and a multitude of personal, 
social, and emotional figures. The 
broader our vision, I believe, the 
more honest and meaningful will be 
the lives we can create. 

love, anarchy + sweet dreams, 


dave buchen 


Chicago, IL 
USA 


“A Completely Atomized 
Society” 
Dear Demolition Derby, 


Thanks for the copies of DD, which 
I am still reading. We're well into 
exchanging publications, so I'm 


enclosing a copy of Attack and a copy 
of Breaking Free. Attack was produced 
almost two years ago, so I wouldn’t 
necessarily defend everything in it, 
but by and large it’s stood the test of 
time well. More than anything, it was 
seen as an "intervention" (God! I 
HATE that word!) —a way of kicking 
some folk up the arse. It was, I sup- 
pose, a two-pronged attack: first on 

the "socialism" of the Leftists, the 
Party-people and the Trotskyist 
hacks (who are probably stronger 
here than in Canada); and secondly, 

on the “anarchism” of the lifestylists,” 
the middle class pacifists and the 

dropouts (gulp). Breaking Free was 

brought out only a few months ago 

(altho' it took over a year to produce) 

and is a very different kettle of fish. 

Anyway, see for yourself and we'd be 

interested to read your comments .., 

We've also just finished a short book- 

let on the war in Ireland, so we'll send 

you one of those when they arrive 

back from the printers. 

As for DD, it’s very impressive, But 
it's obviously hard for me to relate to 
because there is such a difference 
between Canada and the UK. (Before 
Igo any further, I ought to stress that 
this is just the way I think and that 
I'm not speaking for anyone else 
involved with Attack). For one thing, 
there is the whole matter of ecology. 
From my readings of things like Fifth 
Estate, Reality Nov No Picnic etc. I'd 
say that it’s an issue that is much 
larger in the North American/ 
Canadian scene th n it is here, This 
must be due to a number of reasons. 
The American cor tinent has a recent 
and bloody history of the elimination 
of native peoples, which just isn’t the 
same over here. Sure, we could talk 
about enclosure a’ | the expulsion of 
tenant farmers fror) land but we'd be 
talking about three or four centuries 
ago. And if we do talk aboutit, it’s not 
about the elimination here of a native 
people (out of, say, racism), but more 
about turning a peasant population 
into landless agricultural labourers, 
and eventually into an urban pro- 
letariat (forgive the shit-jargon). And 
that, of course, can’t be analyzed 
without discussing capitalism. 

All this brings me onto another 
point. A large chunk of DD is given 
over to the attack on the 
IWA/WSA/IWW and Chaz Bufe, 1 
thought a lot of it was really interest- 
ing, since we've had similar argu- 


ments with the DAM (British section 
of the IWA) over here. Specifically, 
we argued against communities 
being subordinate to “workers” (by 
which they almost always mean 
people who are paid to work, which is 
obviously not the same thing at all). 
That much I agreed with. But like I 
said, you're coming from a very dif- 
ferent background. Over here, for 
example, there is a fairly high level of 
class struggle — certainly alothigher 
than in Canada/North America 
(from what I know). This means that 
many of the eco/green groups are 
quite marginalized because they 
refuse to accept any idea of 
capitalism. Green Anarchist (which 
you mention) is a prime example. The 
vast majority of people (like myself) 
broke decisively with it after it took 
up its ridiculous posture on the Wap- 
ping strike. Up until then, it had been 
occasionally interesting, if a little 
self-consciously marginalized. Since 
then, it has disappeared up its own 
arse: I saw a copy recently and it 
looks like it's on its last legs. It has 
moved towards believing all this 
CRAP about revolution coming from 
the hills, from bikers, travellers and 
New Age hippies (who probably 
number 100,000 at tops). This to me 
sums up some of the problems in the 
softer edge of eco-politics: it's never 
quite sure where change comes from. 
For the most moderate of these 
groups, change comes from the 
caring consumer who shells out on 
lead-free petrol, non-CFC aerosols 
and recycles all their paper. It's no 
surprise that the state in Britain here 
has been quick to pick up this sort of 
thread. It ties in perfectly with their 
dreams of a completely atomized 
society. So we have the spectacle of 
the destruction of the earth being our 
fault, not the fault of states, their war 
machines and the multinationals that 
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eco-politics. Here change comes from 
groups of individuals (affinity 
groups?) who are prepared to break 
laws in defence of the earth. This is an 
improvement, but it’s still an evan- 
gelical thing, with individuals 
“seeing the light” in the comfort of 
their own homes and then going out 
to take action, in order to save the 
planet from the rest of us. It’s not 
surprising that the end result of all 
this is that many anti-capitalists are 
incredibly suspicious of green 
politics. This is a shame (to say the 
least), but it’s a fact, in the UK if 
nowhere else. And that’s not to men- 
tion the cynicism with which most 
working class people rightly regard 
some of the eco-freaks: I mean, if 
you're struggling to pay your rent, 
keep your kids clothed and make 
ends meet, you don’t really want 
someone telling you we should all get 
into subsistence farming, especially if 
you've lived in a city all your life ... 

Thankfully, as I say, things have 
not got like that over here, with 
polarizations like "you're either into 
working class struggles or you're into 
the environment.” It’s a false choice, 
as I’m sure you admit. It’s possible 
that there could be a relatively 
“green” capitalism but it wouldn’t 
make my life any better. (That's not to 
defend the WSA or Chaz Bufe, about 
whom I know nothing). 

Finally, I was surprised to read a 
mention of Freedom in the Bufe article. 
I personally can't stand Black Flag but 
I know who I'd stand with given a 
(false) choice between them and 
Freedom. The latter is a journal for 
ageing middle-class academics and 
has absolutely no relevance to 
anyone or anything any more. The 
sooner it disappears the better. 
Unfortunately, it still has a lot of pull 
internationally. 

Anyway, thanks for bearing with 
me and my rant. Take care, and keep 
in touch. 


Love and solidarity, 
Ed 


Attack International, 
BM 6577 

London, WCIN 3XX 
England 


“Many Errors” 


To the Editor: 


Because other members of the 
IWW are responding to “Anarcho- 
Syndicalism Attempts to Change Its 
Image", I will not attempt to correct 
the many errors there. On the other 
hand, I have to clarify the box labeled 
“A slice of IWW manipulation". 

This quote was taken from one of 
my own reports. Its purpose was to 
explain some principles to members 
who are trying to help workers to 
organize themselves into the IWW or 
other unions. 

Some believe that we should intro- 
duce ourselves by saying that "The 
working class and the employing 
class have nothing in common." 
Others, including myself, believe that 
we could help more people to listen 
to our messages by using different 
phrases. 

My comments were intended to 
prevent people from turning people 
off with extremist statements. For 
example, although I will defend 
anyone's right to burn the American 
flag, it alienates more people than it 
attracts. Before we can reach anyone 
with our message, we must translate 
it into their terms. Most working 
people are not familiar with terms 
which are out of the past, or which are 
used only in pro-labour and/or 
Marxist or anarchist circles. To 
counteract the false images of the 
media and educational systems, we 
have to be able to talk without being 
labeled and stereotyped into 
oblivion. dire. 

The man whose flag-burning case 
reached the Supreme Court found 
out that his actions, meant to defend 
freedom of speech and thought, had 
done the opposite. The decision was 
used by the mainstream press and 
politicians to spawn oppressive laws, 
rather than bolster freedom. That's 
what happens when one ignores the 
Polarization Effect. 

Yd appreciate a copy of your next 
issue, and look forward to greater 
perception on the part of the Derby. I 
understand as well as anyone that it's 
easier to criticize than to understand. 


Sincerely, 
D. Sacz 


New York City 
USA 


Michael responds: D. Sacz's letter 
might appear eminently reasonable 
... until you go back and read what he 
actually wrote (see below). Because 
here he is not attempting to 
“counteract ... false images"; he's 
clearly trying to create them himself. 
And considering the wide spectrum 
of political outlooks held by his tar- 
geted "class", when he talks about 
"starting out slightly to their left (or 
right, as the case may be),” it’s cer- 
tainly amusing to picture the fancy 
footwork and high stepping neces- 
sary as the IWW militants boogy to 
the left and shimmy to the right up 
and down the ideological line in 
order to position themselves just 
slightly to the left, or right, of a given 
individual. As well, itis clearly nota 


A slice of IWW 
manipulation 


question of methods for members 
who are trying to help workers "to 
organize themselves into the IWW or 
other unions": people (not "workers", 
which is just, as Gérard of Interroga- 
tions has put it so well, "a category of 
capital") who are organizing themsel- 
ves don't need to lie to and manipu- 
late each other this way, and would 
obviously do well to be very wary (to 
say the least!) of these org reps, who 
are defined by their otherness, their 
separation — ultimately the 
priorities of the organization always 
come first. What is perhaps most 
striking in Sacz's letter is how second 
nature this all becomes, to the point 
of, it seems, his not even being con- 
scious of how he sounds. He doesn't 
even bother to acknowledge that 
there's a problem with his statement, 
much less attempt to explore it or to 
justify bending reality to suit the 
audience at hand. Everything is dis- 
placed to a level of strategy and tac- 
tics and a frenzied need to attract 
recruits eclipses all else. The con- 
tempt for people displayed hereis the 
contempt of all leaders for potential 
followers — for the sheep. 

Also paraded is the obsession with 
their image that is characteristic of 
these organizations, whereby the 
strongest imperative is to not "turn 
people off’. “Extremist statements" 
must be suppressed at all costs and 
hidden from public view. But any 
truly revolutionary upsurge will be 
“extremist” or it will be nothing. And 
if it is revolutionary, there will be no 
way of hiding it for long; or ultimate- 
ly of not being "labeled and 
stereotyped into oblivion.” And 
rebellion itself will inevitably 
“spawn repressive laws” once it 
reaches a certain threshold of inten- 
sity. 

Sacz brings up at least one impor- 
tant point, the profusion of confusing 


goals unless they have already been educated at least a little The Polarization Effect 


causes people to /urg away from an “extreme” point of view, although they [unm 
towards ideas closer to theit own point of view. If we can start out just slightly to 
their left (or right, as the case may be) and keep moving closer and closer to the 
IWW's central beliefs, we're in business. We can also use cognitive dissonance to 


D. Sacz 


jargon often found in political texts. 
Here, however, itis worth noting first 
that some ideas are quite complex — 
regardless of the language used, 
there is no way of simplifying them 
without oversimplifying them and 
turning them into a caricature. In my 
opinion, Feral Faun's is an excellent 
example of a writing style which is 
simple and elegant. But the situation 
inevitably changes when it is a ques- 
tion of organizations. We've already 
noted the importance image plays in 
Sacz's approach, and how feelings 
and facts are suppressed or adapted 
to the desired image. According to 
Sacz, "Before we can reach anyone 
with our message, we must translate 
it into their terms." What, though, is 
meant by "their terms"? This they, in 
effect, with its homogenous and 
massifying implications, is more a 
projection of a distorted image of 
what Sacz thinks peopleare than any- 
thing else: his common denominator 
approach (and that of all "mass 
organizations") is an insult to real 
individuals and their rich and varied 
realities. 

In fact, as far as organizations are 
concerned, any pretentions of 
developing a more communicative 
language pale before the sobering 
results, which usually consist of the 
tortured attempts of highly educated 
politicos to sound like what they think 
their targeted audience expects. 
Hence, for example, one gets the 
efforts to sound street hip and black 
by the white members of the 
shadowy central committee of the 
Maoist RCP (Revolutionary Com- 
munist Party), or the tedious exer- 
tions of the ultra-left ICC 
(International Communist Current) 
professor types, or the dreary “fami- 
ly"-oriented pap pumped out by the 
Communist Party of Canada 
(Marxist-Leninist). 

Sacz concludes his letter by saying 
that “I understand as well as anyone 
that it's easier to criticize than to 
understand.” So much did his state- 
ment seem to speak for itself, though, 
that I didn’t even comment on it 
beyond putting a title on 1f — one 
which seems no less appropriate 
despite his letter. 
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[Since the following article deals with 
the same subject, it has been included 
in this section]. 


THE BOURGEOIS 
ROOTS OF ANARCHO- 
SYNDICALISM 


We favour the development of a 
workers’ movement based on 
direct democracy, not just because 
it will be more effective in the 
present day fight against the 
employing class, but also 
because it foreshadows — and 
lays the basis for — a society of 
freedom and equality, without 
authoritarianism or exploitation. 


— from a flyer put 
out by the Workers Solidarity 
Alliance, an anarcho-syndicalist 
organization. Emphasis added. 


In the fourteenth or fifteenth cen- 
tury a social transformation began to 
take place which reached its dramatic 
peak in the American War of Inde- 
pendence and the French Revolution. 
This period was the uprising of the 
bourgeoisie against the feudal sys- 
tem and the power of the Catholic 
Church. In place of feudalism, the 
economic system of capitalism and 
the political system of liberal 
democracy arose. Rather than allowa 
non-elected aristocracy or king to 
rule, liberal democracy demands that 
“the people" rule through their rep- 
resentatives or their vote. Like the 
anarcho-syndicalists quoted above, 
the bourgeoisie wanted "a society of 
freedom and equality, without 
authoritarianism or exploitation”. 
Leave out the parts about “workers” 
and “the employing class” and 
Thomas Paine might have written the 
quote. 


Of course, the anarcho-syndical- 
ists will tell us that they aren’t using 
the words in the way the bourgeois 
revolutionaries did. I'd take them at 
their word if it weren't for the fact 
that anarcho-syndicalism reflects 
bourgeois ideology in much more 
significant ways than merely borrow- 
ing its terminology. The values 
upheld by anarcho-syndicalists do 
not significantly differ from those of 
the more radical of the bourgeois 
liberal theorists, and their project, 
upon examination, proves to be 
merely the extension of the liberal 
project. 

As I've already said, the economic 
system that came into power with the 
bourgeoisie is capitalism. I won't go 
into a lengthy description of 
capitalism — suffice to say that the 
defining quality of capitalism, as 
compared with other economic sys- 
tems, is not the existence of 
capitalists but the production of 
excess capital allowing for continued 
economic expansion. Capitalism is a 
highly moral system — that is to say 
itrequires values which take priority 
over individual needs, desires or 
greed in order to expand smoothly. 
These values which are essential to 
capitalist expansion are production 
and progress. Every technological 
advance is, thus, to be embraced 
unless it can be shown to be a threat 
to further expansion of capital. Essen- 
tial to production and progress is 
work and so the bourgeois highly 
value work — and, contrary to the 
image painted by "radical" labour 
propagandists, it is not uncommon 
for capitalists to work many more 
hours than industrial workers, but 
it’s organizational rather than 
productive work. Those who manage 
to avoid work are the moral scum of 
capitalist society — parasites off the 
working people. 


Anarcho-syndicalists embrace 
every one of these capitalist values. 
Their goal is “the real human mastery 
of production”. In spite of the high 
level of anthropological evidence to 
the contrary, they assume that primal 
people had to spend most of their 
time just striving to survive and that 
it is only thanks to the production of 
technology and its progress that we 
can live the wonderful lives we all do 
now, and enjoy all the lovely com- 
modities — oops! Sorry, I'm waxing 
sarcastic! The syndicalists recognize 
a few specific technologies as threats 
to survival but see technology in 
general and progress in general as 
positive things. In light of this, itis no 
surprise that they rhapsodize over 
work, because without work there 
would be no production or progress. 
Like the bourgeoisie, they see those 
who avoid work as “parasites”. (See 
Chaz Bufe's Listen, Anarchist!) The 
only real problem they have with the 
capitalist system is who's in charge 
— they'd prefer the One Big Capital- 
ist, the international union of work- 
ing people, rather than various indi- 
viduals, corporations and states to be 
in charge. But the basic structure 
would be the same. Like the bour- 
geoisie — and maybe even more than 
the bourgeoisie — the anarcho-syndi- 
calists embrace the values essential to 
capitalism. 

If production and progress are 
positive values, making work essen- 
tial, then social conformity is equally 
essential. I've already said that work 
avoidance is seen as parasitism. Any 
pleasure that cannot be commodified 
and so brought under the control of 
production is unethical. The 
vagabond, the tramp, the gypsy, the 
outlaw, any individual who makes no 
positive contribution to society is 
condemned as a failure or a criminal. 
Even the bohemian — the non-con- 
forming artist, musician or poet — is 
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suspect in bourgeois eyes — at least 
until a way is found to recuperate 
their renegade creative urges. 

This same attitude toward those 
who don't fit into society is held by 
anarcho-syndicalists. Chaz Bufe's 
castigation of “marginals” in Listen, 
Anarchist! makes this quite clear, The 
way the CNT constantly put down 
the anarchist outlaw Sabate (while 
continuing to take and use the money 
he gave them from his robberies) is 
truly disgusting. Throughout its his- 
tory, anarcho-syndicalism has tried 
to quench the fire of unruly rebels, 
sometimes through persuasion and 
sometimes through insult, to move 
anarchic rebels to conform and to 
accept society. Wherever anarchic 
rebellion went beyond the reforms 
for which the anarcho-syndicalists 
were calling, these supposed non- 
believers in law would be the first to 
cry, "Criminal! Terrorist!" Like the 
bourgeoisie, they want production to 
progress smoothly, and that requires 
social conformity. 

Hand in hand with social conform- 
ity goes a love for social peace. It is 
true that the bourgeoisie has 
exploited wars between nations to 
expand capital, but this is always 
precarious since any violence can 
upset the smooth running of 
capitalism. Only violence instituted 
by the proper authorities with a 
rational and ethical basis has any 
place in bourgeois society. Personal 
conflicts are not only not to include 
physical violence but should be 
polite, dealt with through rational 
discussion, negotiation or due 
process. Certainly passions should 
not flare. The social peace is to be 
broken only under the most extreme 
of circumstances. 

Anarcho-syndicalists also value 
social peace. From Luigi Fabbri's 
Bourgeois Influences in Anarchism to 
Bufe's Listen, Anarchistl, they try to 
warn anarchists away from violent 
verbal expression — ironically, trying 
to claim that this springs not from the 
individual's passion but from false 
conceptions of anarchism created by 
the bourgeois press — why they think 
people with the courage and intel- 
ligence to rebel against authority 
would accept the word of the bour- 
geois press, I don't know. Like the 
bourgeoisie, the anarcho-syndicalists. 
call on us to express our disagree- 
ments rationally, free of passion, in a 
peaceable way. Any active, violent 
expression of individual rebellion is 
considered irresponsible, counter- 
revolutionary and unethical by anar- 
cho-syndicalists. The perpetrators 
are labeled, at best, as dupes and 
more often as common criminals and 
terrorists. In fact, outside of a 
"revolutionary situation", anarcho- 
syndicalists reject most forms of 
illegal activity as counterproductive 
(but is that necessarily bad?). Only 
the uprising of the working class (the 
"proper authority" in anarcho-syndi- 
calist theory) can justify violence — 
and that violence must be rational 
and ethical so as to keep the instru- 
ments of production intact and make 
as smooth a transition as possible to 
anarcho-syndicalist production. 

The bourgeois liberal theorists 
were trying to create a rational, ethi- 
cal society, They considered reason 
the source of all that was "good" in 
people. They wanted a system which 
provided "justice for all", which 
guaranteed to every human being 
their "human rights". The eradica- 
tion of irrational elements in 
humanity would be dealt with 
through education and rehabilita- 
tion. Through the social application 
of reason, ethical behaviour would 
prevail, guaranteeing human 
Progress. 

Anarcho-syndicalists also wish to 
create a rational, ethical society. They 
call on us to “attack irrationality ... 
wherever and whenever it arises.” 
The problem they see with the 


present society is that itis not rational 
or ethical enough, Since reason is the 
source of ethical behaviour (in their 
view), it must prevail in all areas of 
life. Not our passions or desires, but 


our “rational self-interest” should be 
our guide, say the syndicalists, echo- 
ing the utilitarians. It is both more 
rational and more ethical if the 
producer controls the means of 
production, they proclaim, blithely 
ignoring the question of whether it is 
possible for anyone to control the 
means of production in industrial 
society. 
Both bourgeois liberal theorists 
and anarcho-syndicalists want a 
rational, ethical society based on 
freedom, equality and justice, 
guaranteeing human rights. Both 
want a smoothly economy 
with high levels of production 
guaranteeing scientific and tech- 
nological progress. Both require 
social peace and conformity to realize 
their projects. It is difficult not to 
think that their projects are the same. 
Isee only two significant differences. 
The bourgeoisie sees the economy as 
an apolitical force that can progress 
efficiently and ethically in the form of 
private enterprise. The anarcho-syn- 
dicalists recognize the economy as a 
political force which must, therefore, 
be run democratically. The bourgeois 
liberals believe that representational 
democracy can create their ideal. 
Anarcho-syndicalists believe that 
democracy must be direct — though 
they never seem to ask us if we want 
to spend time directly voting on 
every social issue that comes up. The 
project of the anarcho-syndicalists is 
really just an extension of the project 
of bourgeois liberalism — an attempt 
to push that project toward its logical 
conclusion. 

This brings me to the final parallel 
between bourgeois liberalism and 
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seems capable of recognizing the 
realities of the social system we live 
under. "The everyday activity of 
slaves reproduces slavery" (Fredy 
Perlman). While talking about 
freedom and democracy, the bour- 
geois liberal and the anarcho-syndi- 
calist both only see the human 
authorities that control them; they 
are blind to the social activities in 
which they participate which are the 
real source of their slavery. Thus, the 
bourgeois liberal is content to get rid 
of priests and kings, and the anarcho- 
syndicalist throws in presidents and 
bosses. But the factories remain 
intact, the schools remain intact, the 
stores remain intact (though the syn- 
dicalists may call them distribution 
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centres), the family remains intact — 
the entire social system remains 
intact. If our daily activity has not 
significantly changed — and the 
anarcho-syndicalists give no indica- 
tion of wanting to change it beyond 
adding the burden of managing the 
factories to that of working in them 
— then what difference does it make 
if there are no bosses? — We're still 
slaves! The "name-change" does not 
“exorcise the beast”, But there is a 
reason why neither the bourgeois 
liberal nor the anarcho-syndicalist 
can see the slavery inherent in the 
social system. They do not see 
freedom as the ability of the unique 
individual to create her/his life as 
s/he chooses. They see it as the 
ability of the individual to become a 
fully and actively integrated part of a 
progressive, rational society. 
"Slavery is freedom" is notan aberra- 
tion of Stalinist or fascist thinking; it 
— is inherent in all perspectives which 
ascribe freedom to society rather than 
to the individual. The only way to 
guarantee the "freedom" of such 
societies is to suppress noncon- 
formity and rebellion wherever they 
arise. The anarcho-syndicalists may 
talk of abolishing the state, but they 
will have to reproduce every one of 
its functions to guarantee the smooth 
running of their society. Anarcho- 
syndicalism does not make a radical 
break with the present society. It 
merely seeks to extend this society’s 
values so they dominate us more 
fully in our daily lives. All true rebels, 
the renegades, outlaws and wild free 
spirits could no more accept an anar- 
cho-syndicalist society than the 
present one. We would have to con- 


tinue raising hell, creating a radical 
break with society, because we don’t 
want more control over our slavery 
— and that’s all the anarcho-syndi- 
calists offer us — we want to throw 
off the chains and live our lives to the 
full. 


Feral Faun 


c/o 1369 Haight St. 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
USA 


Letters on Other Topics 


“Groovy” 


Dear Derby, 


I must congratulate you on the 
groovy article Feral Revolution. 
While I myself did not grow up in the 
demand feed generation, and felt 
dependent as a child, it is nice to 
know that there is one baby in the 
world who never had to rely on any- 
thing but his own living experience 
for fulfillment. It has concerned me 
that as anarchists we've never had 
role models to lend authority to our 
endeavours, but now I feel 
encouraged — all I need to do is. 
remember this vital energy I once 
experienced before society ground 
me down. All I need to do is give up 
technology, work, language, 
ingrained habits like etiquette and 
Propriety, stop suppressing my 
instincts — just hang loose and be 
myself and I'll be a cool revolution- 
ary. Right On! I can't wait to live "as 
a wild free being in a world of free 
wild beings" so I’m going to 


re-eroticize my life right now ...! (I 
enjoyed that wank). When do the fes- 
tivals and orgies and free sharing 
start — I want to explore them active- 
ly Excuse me a moment while I sum- 
mon up my wild feral energy. 


Yours in intense pleasure, 
Sydney Ray 


Toronto 


Sydney Ray — 

The best response one can get to 
something one has written is a love 
letter. Maybe the next best thing is a 
letter full of empty sarcasm. Had you 
written something with real critical 
content, I'd have to reconsider what I 
wrote — see if maybe I fucked up, But 
clearly all Idid was fucked with your 
head a bit, offended you, but left you 
unable to really criticize me. I don’t 
know what the “demand feed genera- 
tion” is, but I do know that since 
babies have no concept of god or the 
tao or any other “higher reality” (at 
least I don’t recall having such a con- 
ception as a baby), all babies rely on 
their own living experience (an 
experience that obviously includes 
those who care for them) for fulfill- 
ment. Also the article does not talk 
about "giving up" anything — so 
much for what little content was in 
your letter. You might do better to 
hold back your pen until you really 
have something to say. Empty sar- 
casm is becoming to nobody. 


Feral Faun 
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Rebellion of the Excluded > 


A Review of Alfredo M. Bonanno’s From Riot to Insurrection 


Capitalist society is clearly going through some 
significant changes, changes which make the tradi- 
tional Marxist and anarchist conceptions of class 
struggle useless asa basis for radical action. In From 
Riot to Insurrection, Alfredo M. Bonanno presents a 
theory to explain these changes and how they affect 
the nature of classes and class struggle. I find 
Bonanno’s theory interesting both for what it says 
and for what it-fails to say. 

According to Bonanno, modern capitalism is in 
a state of transition. His theory attempts to describe 
the direction in which this transition seems to be 
taking us and the trends that are developing. Thus, 
modern capitalism is coming to be based less and 
less in industrial manufacturing and more and 
more in information technology. Real capital is be- 
coming more informational than financial. This 
does not mean the end of industry, but a major 
change in its form as it becomes increasingly auto- 
matized and dependent on information technology. 

This transition (according to Bonanno) allows 
for an increasingly “decentralized” and “ecologi- 
cal” industry, a cleaner, more efficient, more 
progressive capitalism. The reformist dreams of 
greens, ecotopians and  "small-is-beautiful" 
capitalists will be realizable — showing clearly that 
thereis nothing revolutionary about them. They are 
just ways of reforming capitalist society. 

As industry becomes increasingly automatized 
and information technology becomes the centre of 
power in modern capitalism, the industrial 
proletariat — the traditional "revolutionary" class 
in Marxist and anarcho-syndicalist theory — is dis- 
appearing gradually. The structure of class society 
is taking on a new form. Bonanno calls the new 
classes that are developing “the excluded” and “the 
included” — these terms referring to their relation- 
ship to the significant activity that reproduces 
society, The excluded are marginalized people. If 
they work, itis in “service” jobs or unskilled labour, 
with the latter becoming increasingly rare. As the 
industrial proletariat disappears, the majority of 
the population of advanced capitalist nations will 
be the excluded. The included are the technicians, 
scientists and corporate or state bureaucrats who 
control and process informational capital. The 
essential factor which determines one’s class is 
access to information. The excluded lack this 
access, 

Since access to information is the source of the 
control the included exercise, in order to protect 
their class position, they need to develop a new 
“language” of information — one that is inacces- 
sible to the excluded, breaking down the possibility 
of real communication between the excluded and 
the included. The role for the excluded in society, 
thus, becomes that of being the “passive beneficiary 
of the technology of the future.” The power struc- 
ture creates a “language” aimed at the excluded 
which consists of commodities and spectacles for 
consumption. As the danger of dying of starvation 
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disappears, the excluded are offered the living 
death of an empty life of commodity consumption. 

The changes Bonanno describes undermine the 
traditional concepts of class struggle. Unlike the 
industrial proletariat, the excluded have no direct 
access to the means of production, so the terrain of 
class struggle can no longer be the workplace — it 
must become the whole of society. Having no 
means of really communicating with the included, 
the pursuit of reformist goals, which was so much 
a part of working class D ped is becoming 
impossible for the excluded. poverty of the 
excluded is not a poverty of goods which they 
could demand from the included, but a poverty of 
real life. The expression of class struggle takes the 
form of "irrational riots" venting frustration at the 
emptiness of life, 

Because of these increasingly violent and seem- 
ingly inexplicable disturbances of the social peace, 
the life of the included becomes increasingly 
protected, controlled, cloistered and restricted. 
Bonanno believes that this will lead some of the 
included to "defect" as they find their increasing 
lack of freedom unbearable. They will find them- 
selves among the excluded — but with a tech- 
nological knowledge that can be used against 
capitalist society. 


= si as 
capitalism in our daily lives. As workers, exploita- 
tion seemed to be our dominant daily experience of 
capitalism. As the reformation of capital around 
information technologies slowly  eradicates 
employment for the majority of us, our daily ex- 
perience of capitalism increasingly centers around 
alienation rather than exploitation. If the trends 
described by Bonanno were to reach their ultimate 
conclusion, none of the excluded would work; we 
would live lives of government-subsidized con- 
sumption. Our labour power would no longer be 
demanded of us in exchange for survival — the 
traditional conception of exploitation. But those in 
power would be acting to define our lives for us — 
to make our lives conform to the needs of the com- 
modity culture that is the source of their power. So 
alienation — which no reform could possibly cure 
— much more than exploitation — which reform 
may nearly eliminate — is what we will seek to 
eradicate in revolutionary struggle. 

Bonanno writes of the disappearance of com- 
munication between the excluded and the included 
as though it would leave the excluded with no 
recourse to intelligent communication — unless 
some of the included defect and help them. This 
really disturbs me. If a lack of communication be- 
tween the oppressed and their oppressor will 
prevent revolution, then there’s something wrong 
with our concept of revolution. But it’s clear to me 
that it is communication among the excluded —not 
communication between the included and the 
excluded — that can create a revolutionary project. 
And nothing the included do can destroy com- 
munication among the excluded. In fact, as real 
communication between the included and the 
excluded disappears, communication among the 
excluded can become increasingly free. 

With this in mind, the essential ity of the 
excluded has to be redefined. It is not lack of access 
to information as such, but specifically lack of 
access to that information that is necessary to 
reproduce capitalist society. But do we really need 
that information? If the revolutionary project is the 
destruction of capitalist society, then why would 
we need to know how to reproduce it? The 
excluded also have information — information 
about survival on the margins, information about 
What we need to do to live. If the destruction of 
communication between the included and the 
excluded deprives us of one type of information, it 
also deprives the included of the information we 
have. If we use our information to create our lives 
in ways that are increasingly ind 
capitalist society, then the p 
information of the inclu 
makes it easier for us to destroy capitalist society. 
But let's not count on defectors from among the 
included — let's use every weapon we have access 
to. 
Where do anarchists fit into this situation? 
Bonanno speaks of anarchists as though they are 
outsiders coming into the situation. Since dropping 
out of college, I have had marginal jobs or no jobs, 
finally opting for permanent dole — so I am one of 
the excluded, not an outsider, I now accept this as 
the only place in which my life's projects and the 
revolutionary project as Í understand it can be 
created. It would do us a lot of good to drop the 
social role of "revolutionary" and "anarchist" so 
that we can freely relate to each other as individuals 
With real needs and desires, not as ideologues 
bringing "correct theory" to the masses, 


BOOK REVIEWS 


The change in capitalist social relationships is 
making traditional forms of revolutionary 
organization irrelevant. Since taking over the 
means of production is no longer feasible (leave 
aside the question of whether this was ever a 
revolutionary goal), anarchists need to see their 
role in a new light. The interest of anarchists, 
according to Bonanno, is to discover ways of trans- 
forming "irrational riots" into conscious insurrec- 
tion. This occurs when informal anarchist affinity 
groups join with the mass of the excluded to create 
from the riot situation concrete projects which help 
to destroy capitalist society in concrete ways. 

The theoretical framework presented in this 
brief book describes the direction in which 
capitalist society seems to be developing much 
better than the various Marxian and anarcho- 
syndicalist currents which still see the working 
class as such as the revolutionary class. The absur- 
dity of trying to apply a theory and practice 
developed for the industrial working class to the 
unemployed, to service workers and fo others who 
have been marginalized should be obvious. But 
there are some questions Bonanno fails to raise, 
some implications of his analysis that he doesn’t 
seem to see. 

Nowhere in From Riot to Insurrection does Bonan- 
no mention that the transition in the nature of 
capitalism means a transition in our experience of 


One of the most interestin; implications of 
Bonanno's theory, to which he seems to be blind, is 
that capitalist society is creating a situation in 
which the oppressed "class" is not a class in the 
classical economic sense — it is not a class in itself, 
but only in relation to the class of "the included", 
In political economy, a class is defined by its 
relationship to the means of production. The 
excluded have no relationship to the means of 
production. The traditional proletarian project of 
taking over the means of production does not exist 
for them. In fact, the process by which modern 
capitalism is gradually marginalizing the majority 
of people, creating a large population of lumpen- 
proletarians, is creating a situation in which the 
only possible revolution is one based on the subjec- 
tivity of the individual seeking to destroy the 
society that represses him or her. The trends Bonan- 
no describes utterly undermine the Marxian and 
anarcho-syndicalist projects, because these are 
essentially class projects. For the excluded, the 
revolutionary project is a project of individuals 
seeking to create their lives for themselves in rebel- 
lion against a society that tries to create their lives 
for them. Class can no longer be seen as the basis of 
revolutionary struggle, only the rebellious indi- 
vidual can be. The real nature of revolutionary class 
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struggle is at last obvious: it is the struggle of the 
individual against class society. i 
Bonanno sees the revolutionary project as 
predominantly destructive. It is certainly essential 
to destroy capitalist society — and, in fact, civiliza- 
tion as a whole, and transforming riots into con- 
scious insurrection is an aspect of this. But 
Bonanno's theory also opens the door to creative 
revolutionary projects as well. Since we who are 
excluded can communicate with each other there is 
no need for our rage to be irrational or for us to be 
“the passive beneficiaries of the technology of the 
future.” We can begin now to gum new ways of 
relating, ways that grow out of our unique indi- 
viduality. When our needs and desires coincide, we 
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can come together to meet them in ways that are 
free of the economic and hierarchical conditioning 
of society — or that will help us break free of that 
conditioning. Refusing to recognize such social 
norms as property rights, respect for authority and 
so on, we can begin creating lives for ourselves 
independent of the ruling class. Ripping off society, 
freely sharing the with those we love and 
learning to live as wild beings in the wild world, 
we can free ourselves of the domination of the 
commodity. As we create new ways of relating, we 
will find ourselves less dependent on society and 
better able to attack it intelligently and fiercely. 
Riots will become more strategic — sometimes 
taking on the form of raids to steal things we want 
fora particular project. Since taking over the means 
of production is no longer a real possibility, the 
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revolutionary project is now clearly the creation of 
new ways of relating free of production and the 
destruction of production itself in favour of the 
playful creativity of free individuals. 

Bonanno’s theory of the way capitalism is 
developing deserves serious consideration. From 
Riot to Insurrection is worth reading in an open, 
critical spirit, taking what is useful from them to 
create a radical theory and practice for our situa- 
tion. Bonanno opens up some interesting explora- 
tions even if he doesn’t see all the implications. 


Feral Faun 
c/o 1369 Haight St. 


San Francisco, CA 94117 
USA 


La Resistencia En Guatemala; Editorial Nuestro 
Tiempo 


At the beginning of the 1980s, the military 
launched a devastating campaign in the primarily 
indigenous villages in the highland regions of 
Guatemala. Given as the reason for the offensive 
was a numerically weak but growing guerrilla 
movement. 

If in classical guerrilla theory the guerrilla is a 
“fish” swimming in a friendly “sea” — the local 
population — then in just as classical a counter- 
insurgency theory the goal of the military, itquickly 
became apparent, was to literally “dry up the sea”. 
The villages were to be emptied, their inhabitants 
dispersed, massacred and “disappeared”, or in 
classic Vietnam style, regrouped into “strategic 
hamlets” or “model villages” which could be more 
easily controlled through networks of spies, civil 
patrols ias raed paramilitary service) and other 
structures of social control. As the media, on the 
whole, dutifully looked the other way, the toll of 
dead and disappeared rapidly mounted to geno- 
cidal proportions, as over 400 villages were 
emptied and over 100,000 killed. 


Many of the survivors fled to the slums of 
Guatemala City, to Chiapas (the southernmost 
Mexican state which borders on Guatemala), to. 
Mexico"City, or to the United States or Canada. 
However, others chose to penetrate deep into the 
forest, forming "comunidades de poblaciones en 
resistencia" (communities of peoples in resistance) 
which lived off the land. As best they could be, the 
helicopters and Murderous army sweeps were 
avoided, often by breaking camp and moving at a 
moment's notice, leaving behind corn and bean 


crops to be destroyed by the soldiers. 
In the forest, many of the most familiar items, 
such as salt and sugar, were unavailable. id- 


ing on the season, even water was impossible to 
find at times, Digging wells became the solution to 
the problem of water, and as they arose, other 
problems were resolved with the means at hand, 
Written by a member of one of the comunidades, 
La Resistencia En Guatemala is divided into 13 
generally very short sections, each of which out- 
lines a different aspect of life in the forest, Many of 
the shorter stories are quite didactic in tone, and the 
description of an incident leads to a broader truth 
or lesson, The longer chapters, on the other hand, 


are about major events, such as the 1987 military 
offensive or an assembly of representatives of the 
communities. The language of the stories is simple 
and direct, and words which are specific to 
Guatemala are printed in bold type and listed in a 
glossary at the end of the book. Animals, as one 
might expect; play a central role in many of the 
stories. 

While the comunidades seem to be on friendly 
terms with the guerrilla groups in the area, they do 
not appear to be directly under their sway as has 
been the case in some areas of El Salvador. But the 
relationship between the guerrillas and the com- 
oe: described in the book is ultimately not too 

ear. 

Much of the decision-making takes place in 
nightly meetings held by the individual com- 
munities. Periodically, however, assemblies of 
delegates of the communities take place, and the 
longest chapter is devoted to describing one of the 
assemblies. Here broader decisions about educa- 
tion, health, self-defence, religion and cultural 
activities are made. Since “Among us there are no 
police or fines, nor should there beany repression," 


the author tells us, this decision-making process 
and social structure is obviously far removed in 
some respects from capitalist/state capitalist 
norms. To those of us who question the institution- 
alized delegation of authority, though, they remain 
problematic. If self-defence, for eid would 
seem to necessitate broader coordination (a need 
which, as in the case of the militarization of the 
militias in the Spanish Civil War, itself implies a 
considerable risk of institutionalizing hierarchy), 
one has to question the role of the assemblies in 
cultural and other matters, though for many it will 
undoubtedly appear flawlessly "democratic". 
Communication can take place, surely, without 
institutionalizing power in the hands of delegates 
or the development of rigid structures. As well, the 
influence of Christianity on the communities, and 
on the indigenous population in general, will be 
problematic for many. 

But on the whole this book remains a strong 
statement of resistance, and an inspiration to those 
of us coming from an anti-civilization viewpoint. 


Michael William 
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America (1988) as Paradise: a review 


Fora couple of decades or so theory from France 
hasbeen as much ofa stapleas cars from Japan, and 
the leading import is Jean Baudrillard. Edging out 
the German favourite, Habermas, he seems to have 
become — since death took Foucault out of the 
running in 1984 — the number one theorist to 
emerge since the 60s. We have seen the Situationist 
International's appeal with the art school crowd 
but even here the most popular — if until now 
largely uncomprehended — is the thoroughly 
modern Baudrillard. Yes, a large favourite with the 
aesthete-nihilist crowd and for good reasons. 

In the wake of the May '68 rising he attempted a 
merger of (then fashionable) semiotics with Mar- 
xism, but by the mid-70s had a parting of the ways 
with the latter. In The Mirror of Production, an 
uncharacteristically systematic, even accessible, 
book, he forcefully showed that each of Marx's 
main categories or dimensions was a mirror image 
of capitalist society. From this point on Baudrillard 
moved toward his present outlook of bleak 
fatalism, presenting, with much hyperbole and 
abstract phrase-making, a world dominated by 
electronic media and moving into an almost 
science-fiction realm of unfreedom and unconnec- 
tedness. 

With terms like the "end of the social" and the 
"catastrophe of meaning", he depicts an increasing- 
ly high-tech reality that is no longer quite real but 
somehow a simulation, immune to critique or 
revolt, approaching a kind of black hole quality 


where images and events no longer have identifi- 
able reference points. A series of opaque if some- 
what dazzling books have provided little beyond a 
high pitch of verbal pyrotechnics and a morose, not 
readily understandable framework for testing his 
unusual formulations. Since America deals with a 
definite place and time, however, we finally can try 
to match concepts with social reality and make 
some judgement of his apocalyptic theorizing. 

Early on we learn that, in its naive energy, 
America is "the only remaining primitive society" 
(italics his), that everything in it, despite the level 
of technology, "still bears the marks of a primitive 
society,” and that its primitivism has passed into 
the "character of a universe that is beyond us, that 
far outstrips its own moral, social, or ecological 
rationale." One is tempted to wonder whether in 
such phrases, never explained, this word-drunk 
French traveler is his theory's own best personifica- 
tion — the term “extermination of meaning” comes 
to mind. 

And when Baudrillard does come down to earth, 
the results are often less than edifying. Concrete 
observations, for example, are few in number and 
largely inaccurate at that. After having classified 
jegging as a new form of voluntary servitude (also 
as a new form of adultery, also of suicide), he says 
that stopping a jogger may well result in physical 
assault. Another repeated image, more on the level 
of hallucination perhaps than inaccuracy, is that of 
American motel TVs always left on, even in vacant 
rooms. Beyond the merely mistaken is the offen- 
sive; noting that the lines outside expensive res- 


taurants or nightclubs "are often longer than those 
at soup kitchens,” our esteemed social theorist adds 
that maybe the latter will become as fashionable as 
the former. The homeless will no doubt be warmed 
by this hope. 

Returning to the theme of America asa primitive 
society, Baudrillard continues to rhapsodize about 
“the power of unculture", the wonderfully 
unreflective nature of Americans. In a passage 
somehow referring to Porterville, California, he 
applauds "the whole of life as a drive-in. Truly 
magnificent." This we are told, is the "true utopian 
society”. I'm not kidding. It is paradise, no less, this 
society "secure in its wealth and power". Paradise, 
because "There is no other." 

Does this have a ring of familiarity? All this 
nonsense is really what one has heard before: in 
high school civics class, in political science courses 
and other forms of overt propaganda: the old theses 
of American exceptionalism, American egalitar- 
ianism, American pluralism, from Tocqueville et al. 
One doubts that he has even heard these tired lies, 
to be able to reproduce them, as he does, without 
emi t, 

Yes, Europe is so old and artificial, America is so 
fresh and blank as to be truly “beyond culture and 
politics”. All the hackneyed lines, again, served up 
in modern post-structuralist verbiage. 

It is not that this anti-cultural hero never says 
anything valid. In noticing the ubiquitously self- 
publicizing nature of U.S. society: “The American 
flag itself bears witness to this by its omnipresence 
-. notasa heroicsign butas the trademark of a good 
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brand.” Maybe not terribly deep, but OK. It is 
very daunting, though, how rareare such moments 
of intelligence, how lacking in irony overall 
is the stream of downright silly and reactionary 
commentary. 

Continuing on, the reader begins to geta bearing 
on Baudrillard’s perspective. Celebrating 
American ascendance, especially in his loving 
attention to the superficial, he comes into focus: this 
is the utter fascination with what is seen as the 
triumphant, the view of one for whom subjugation 
is taken for granted. He basks in the radiance of 
capital's imagined transcendence — and trans- 
forms this into liberation. Thus the motel maid he 
encounters functions “in total freedom" (italics his). 
Here is that state where "politics frees itself in the 
spectacle" (italics his). Utopia. Paradise. 

America, where "even the garbage is clean." 
America, “hyperreal in its vitality", with all the 
energy of the simulacrum, realness itself con- 
quered. Along with common sense, one longs for 
antidotes to such crapola, such as the sensible and 
modest Overload and Boredom: Essays on the Quality 
of Life in the Information Age by Orrin Klapp. 
Baudrillard once chided post-structuralism for its 
“strange complicity with cybernetics” (Forget 
Foucault, 1977). In America we have a picture and an 
embrace of a high-tech fascism, complete with mys- 
coe and ecstasy. All told, a rather incredible 

ook. 


John Zerzan 


410 Adams 
Eugene, OR 97402 
USA 


Modernity and the Holocaust by Zygmunt 
Bauman (Ithaca, 1989) 


A perennial, agonizing, and essentially unan- 
swered question has been, how could advanced, 
supposedly enlightened Germany, land of Goethe 
and Beethoven, have systematically exterminated 
European Jewry? Among the mostimportant books 
of recent decades is Zygmunt Bauman’s reply, 
which sees the Holocaust not as an aberration from 
modern civilization but as made possible precisely 
by its most essential features. 

Whilé not ignoring the specifics of National 
Socialist bestiality, the traditions of European anti- 
semitism, or the contours of German history, 


————-Bauman grasps the relevance of modernity as a - 


whole to the catastrophe of the Jews. By contrast, 
sociology, and social science in general, has 
revealed íts inner poverty by its total failure to 
understand the implications of the Holocaust. 

Bauman quotes Richard Rubenstein approving- 
ly, that the Holocaust "bears witness to the advance 
of civilization." In citing the irrelevance of moral 
standards for the technical success of the Final Solu- 
tion, Bauman stresses the centrality of the increas- 
ing division of labour and its political 
accompaniment, bureaucracy, to the dilemma at 
hand: at Auschwitz and present today. Respon- 
sibility, ethics, democracy become mere words, 
‘unequal to the possibilities that exist by reason of 
the very nature of the present world. 

Thus the German case of modern genocide did 
not betray the spirit of modernity; rather it was “a 
most consistent, uninhibited expression of that ^ 
spirit.” The more society operates according to 
rational-technical considerations, the less justified 
are we to rule out the occurrence of monstrous 
events in the future, “At best the cult of rationality, 
institutionalized as modern science, proved 


————— — 


concentration camp overseers 


———— à 


impotent to prevent the state from turning into 
organized crime; at worst, it proved irate! 
in bringing the transformation about.” The 
rationality of evil and the evil of rationality. 

Influenced, I believe, by Horkenheimer and 
Adorno’s classic Dialectic of Enlightenment, the 
appearance of Bauman’s bold work, rich in argu- 
ment and observation, suggests that the critique of 
civilization is present and advancing. 


John Zerzan 


Having Little, Being Much; A Chronicle of Fredy 
Perlman's Fifty Years by Lorraine Perlman. 
Black and Red, P.O. Box 02374, Detroit, 
MI 48202, USA. $3.50 


Reading a biography about someone you know 
is a rare event. With Having Little, Being Much, in 
addition to the subject and the author, I also know 
many of the other people mentioned, making this a 
book which evokes a jumble of memories and emo- 
tions and a delight for what it reveals about some- 
one I only met a few times and regret not having 
known better. Although I was born and grew up in 
Windsor, Ontario, Canada, across the river and just 
a few miles from where Fredy lived when I knew 
him, in Detroit, USA, I didn't meet him until long 
after I had left my home town. And then, several 
short years after I did meet him, he was already 
gone. 

"I cannot say with any certainty," George Brad- 
ford of the Fifth Estate begins his review of Lorraine 
Perlman's book, "what kind of response this per- 
ceptive, if rather abbreviated memoir would elicit 
from a person who did not know Fredy Perlman or 
his writings. It was written, clearly, for those at least 
familiar with his work ...” I suspect, in effect, that 
this will be a special book for those who knew 
Fredy. Even though I met him only a few times, like 
many others I feel very strongly about Fredy, and if 
Iwere inclined towards leader worship and in need 
of a guru, he would probably be my choice, How- 
ever, being the object of a leadership cult is precise- 
ly what Fredy would have liked the least, and his 
Manual For Revolutionary Leaders (co-written with 
Lorraine), in which potential leaders spouting the 
detourned works of Hitler and Stalin are deflated 
and excoriated, remains the classic of the genre. 

In the introductory note, Lorraine Perlman sets. 
out the scope of the book: “My original intent in 
writing this memoir was to trace Fredy’s intellec- 
tual history, his changing views on self-realization. 
But the events’of his life, his chosen activities and 
his friends had such an enormous influence on his 
views that I concentrated on biographical facts, 
convincing myself that this account would con- 
tribute to an understanding of Fredy's intellectual 
trajectory." Briefly, Lorraine outlines the different 
phases of Fredy's life: his early childhood in Latin 
America, the period when he edited a student 
newspaper in California, the years spent in Yugos- 
lavia, the brief period as a university professor, 
participating in the May ‘68 events in Paris, helping 
to found a printing co-op in Detroit, his rupture 
with Linda Lanphear and Roger Grégoire (for 
whom breaking with Fredy was one of the 
"criticism/self-criticism" tasks required in their 
attempt to join the then-disintegrating Situationist 
International), publishing Black and Red books and 
writing his own. We see Fredy gradually move 
away from Marxism, and his fascination with 
machines turn into a rejection of industrial civiliza- 
tion as such. Valuable background information in 
the book helps to bring into sharper focus works 
such as The Continuing Appeal of Nationalism, his 


scathing critique of nationalism, and Against His- 
sent. Against Leviathanl, a history of the world and 
of different forms of resistance to the i 

Interesting from a local viewpointisa long “Let- 
ter to Dimitri”, which is included in the i: 
In the letter Fredy expresses his dissatisfaction with 
a publishing collaboration which took place in the 
early seventies with Dimitri Roussopoulos, the 
publisher of Black Rose Books, revealing how Black 
and Red functions in contrast to the exploitative 
Practices of Roussopoulos.* 

I heartily recommend this delightful book, 
though reading a couple of Fredy’s books first 
would probably be a good idea (write to Black and 
Red for a list of titles). 


Michael William 


* Readers who have seen Demolition Derby #1 will 
remember that it contained two critiques of liber- 
tarian municipalism, one a review by John Zerzan 
of a book advocating libertarian municipalism by 
Murray Bookchin, and the other an account of the 
pro-libertarian municipalism activities of its most - 
visible spokesperson locally, Dimitri 
and his Institute for Policy Alternatives of 
Montreal. In a nutshell, libertarian bape a= 
(absurdly) proposes, in John Zerzan’s s, that 
“increased participation in local politics points the 
way to the collapse of the state.” 

Since Roussopoulos' Institute had disay 
from public view and no one wrote in defending 
Bookchin, Roussopoulos or libertarian 
municipalism, I thought that was that. However, 
about a year later, Roussopoulos' Institute 
peared ... as the sponsor of the founding of a local 
municipal party, Ecology Montreal, for which he is; 
presently running as a candidate in the November 
elections. An anarchist-inspired political party ma 
seem like an aberration, but since most of the self- 
declared anarchists around here are ardent statists, 
indeed among the most fervent believers in a 
“new”, “different” state, I guess it’s only the logical 
next step. In any case, having previously criticized 
Roussopoulos and libertarian municipalism, I 
resolved to do my journalistic duty and showed up 
to check out the event, taking along a half-dozen 
copies of Demolition Derby to give out. 


When I arrived, about 20 minutes late, Rous-— — 


sopoulos was in the process of delivering a rousing 
pitch for the creation of the new party. Among the. 
other speakers was a Green Party memberand an 
ex-MCM (the in power) member (as opposed 
to joining Ecology Montreal, he and a number of 
ex-MCM hacks ultimately went on to form another 
party). Although the evening had been billed as 
both the founding of a political party and a forum 
to discuss the ecology movement, all but one of the 
speakers concentrated on the party aspect. As befits 
an atmosphere of electoral politics, most of the 
questions and comments following the speeches 
seemed very passive and were generally limited to 
soliciting opinions from the leaders and "experts" 
on the panel. 

The event ended, and a date for a new meeting 
was set. People began to leave. I gave out a couple 
of copies vá Demolition Derby to people I knew; 
When almost everyone had left, Roussopoulos 
came out, stopped ata table and put some books in 
a briefcase. He looked at me and I looked at him. I 
hadn't seen him since before Demolition Derby #1 
came out (like many other people around here, I 
avoid him as much as possible). He and half a 
dozen people who were with him moved in my 
direction along a narrow corridor. Roussopoulos 
stopped beside me, and, quite loudly, so that 
everyone in his entourage could hear, said, "How's. 
the cocaine trade?" Some of the people in his 
entourage literally gasped. I was so flabbergasted 
thatit probably took me close to 10 seconds to come 
up with a retort (not only have I never sold a line 
in my life, as a variety of people who have shared 
anapartment with me can attest, I don't even touch 
the stuff). Roussopoulos moved away briskly, 
rejoined his entourage and left. I went down the 
escalator and ran into an Alternative Bookshop (a 
local anti-authoritarian bookshop) member and 
told him what had just happened. We got a good 
laugh out of it, which in no way makes this kind of 
activity any the less sinister. Indeed, Roussopoulos" 
mini-"war on drugs” seems to have evolved into its 
own form of "narco-terrorism"! Ultimately, this 
kind of clumsy smear attempt only makes Rous- 
sopoulos look worse (at least one in his 


entourage that day was shocked by his antics, later 
learned), adding to the long list of sleazy activities, 
such as firing anarchists from Black Rose Books, for 
which he has become notorious locally and across 
the continent. After 30 years of being a politician, 
this guy certainly plays one game of political 
hardball — beware! 


